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PREFACE 


THE language of the Homeric poems is Achaean, and 
fairly represents the speech of the Achaean people. The 
alternative idea that the epic dialect is an artificial poetical 
medley, Ionic in the main with a liberal admixture of 
the other Greek dialects, is frankly impossible. Certain 
phenomena, which are supposed to favour this extra- 
ordinary theory, admit of a simple and adequate explanation, 
if we ask ourselves the question:—How in a non-critical 
age would the language, whether originally written or not, 
of an ancient literary work be treated during, and even 
after, a prolonged period of very considerable linguistic 
change among the various sections of the Greek race? 
One of the most eminent Homeric scholars of our time, 
whose profound learning was guided by rare sanity of 
judgement, the late Dr. D. B. Monro, in writing of the 
influence of dialects on the Homeric text (Odyssey, 
XII-XXIV, Append., p. 476) has well remarked’: ‘The 
mixture of dialects in short was not in the original 
Homeric poems, but supervened as a corruption, brought 
about by the circumstances under which they were trans- 
mitted. It is simply an example, on a peculiarly large 
scale, of the modernising process which no literary master- 
piece can quite escape, if it is to retain its hold on a people.’ 

In the main it may be taken as certain that the forms of 
words in the traditional text are substantially identical with 
those used by the poet. The metre alone affords a strong 
guarantee that this is the case. If it were otherwise, the 
most devoted study of the language of Homer would avail 
little. As it is, a simple process of comparison often 
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enables us to discriminate between the true Homeric form 
and the later innovation. For notwithstanding this sub- 
stantial integrity, all modern criticism recognizes, and it 
may be accepted as an undeniable fact, that our text has 
undergone much minor modification of its original form. 
But while the reality of these changes is admitted, great 
differences of opinion exist as to their nature and origin. 
We have a perfect jumble of theories dealing with the 
generation and growth of the two great epics. 

I think I may say, without fear of contradiction, that 
the obsolete had no attraction whatever for the ancients. 
“Ἕλληνες ἀεὶ παῖδές ἐστε, γέρων δὲ Ἕλλην οὐκ ἔστιν, said the 
Egyptian priest (Plat. Tim. 22) with incisive truth to 
Solon. Antiquarianism in literature is an Alexandrine 
exotic, Hellenistic but not Hellenic. In what may be 
called the prehistoric period of the Homeric tradition 
alteration would be readily accepted and joyfully welcomed, 
if it were reverently made with a view to the gentle elimina- 
tion of archaism. It is neither necessary nor desirable to 
assume that any early editor or ‘ Bearbeiter’ of the poems 
deliberately set to work to remove the obsolete features and 
to substitute the recognized forms in common use. Any 
such assumption I deprecate strongly, though it would not be 
a more violent hy pothesis in itself than the current theory of 
periodic enlargement. The change here assumed to have 
taken place might be an almost imperceptible one. A slight 
alteration here and there would bring about, as time went 
on, ἃ modification in the whole aspect of the poems parallel, 
we might almost say, to the unnoticed and unnoticeable, 
but not less real, changes that combine to alter the physical 
feature of the earth’s surface in the lapse of ages. The 
introduction, for example, of dypéra: for ἀγροιῶται, π 218, 
would be looked upon not as a lawless violation of the 
integrity of the Homeric text, but as a praiseworthy 
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embellishment of the noblest monument of the national 
literature. 

Under these circumstances it is, I submit, perfectly futile 
to infer from the presence of 8 word confessedly late, either 
that the particular line or passage that contains it is 
nothing but an interpolation, or, to take an extreme view, 
Paley’s, that the date of the composition of the Homeric 
poems should as a consequence be moved forward a century 
or two. Accordingly, more often than not the emendations 
1 have ventured to propose are strictly conservative in 
effect, inasmuch as they maintain the essential integrity 
and antiquity of lines or passages which have been assailed 
by the disintegrating critics, who have brought to bear 
upon these poems their visionary batteries of set recensions, 
revisions, redactions, remaniements and all the other farrago 
of the Higher Criticism. 

Still though it is an error to shatter the poems to pieces, 
it is equally an error in the opposite direction to believe 
blindly in every letter of the tradition, and to refuse to 
recognize even the possibility of detecting an innovation 
or interpolation that has not been obelized to our know- 
ledge by Aristarchus. If we can appreciate Homer at all, 
if we can recognize the simplicity, nobility, and force of 
his language, we are surely entitled, when we find these 
entirely absent and perhaps other difficulties besides, to 
pronounce judgement accordingly. The essential point is 
that our reasons should be sensible, and able to sustain 
adverse rational criticism in their turn. 

The emendation of Homer is not by any means ordinarily 
the same thing as the emendation of corrupt passages in 
the works of later Greek authors, which have suffered from 
defects of transcription by careless and ignorant scribes. 
From errors of this kind I believe the text of the Homeric 
poems is almost, if not quite, as free as that of Virgil. 
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Palaeographical constderations, therefore, are not supreme 
here. The main sources of corruption in Homer are the 
assimilation of antique forms and obsolete words to later 
Greek usage, and the intrusion of later metrical rules and 
grammatical canons, and to some extent also of new ideas 
of what is right and proper (see Cobet on τὸ ἀπρεπές, 
Miscell. Crit., pp. 225 ff., though his strictures fall entirely 
on the grammarians and philosophers, and not at all on 
the nation at large). In illustration of this last I will 
add here a curious instance of the evasion of an objection- 
able, ill-omened expression, which seems to me instructive. 
In the Iliad we read, © 164, 
éppe, κακὴ γλήνη,.--- 
The words are shouted by Hector after the retreating 
Diomedes, and are usually understood to mean, ‘ Be gone, 
slight girl, ‘Away, poor puppet.’ Here γλήνη, which 
means properly the pupil of the eye, denotes in the view 
of all the authorities the small figure reflected in the 
eye, &c.,&c. I might illustrate this by two quotations from 
Herrick, which are apt enough (Palgrave’s Herrick) :— 
* 112 * 
Clear are her eyes, 
Like purest skies ; 
Discovering from thence 
A baby there 
That turns each sphere, 
Like an Intelligence. 
* 216 * 
It is an active flame, that flies 
First to the babies of the eyes—. 
But does γλήνη bear this sense here? Did the ancient 
Greek poet really mean anything of this sort? I think not. 
It is almost inconceivable. Did he not rather say :— 
ἔρρε κακῇ γλήνῃ, 
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* Be gone with the evil eye wpon you, to the same effect as 
the typical Irish, ‘Be off and bad cess to you’? Κακῇ 
γλήνῃ is simply the opposite of the common formula ἀγαθῇ 
τύχῃ, τὐχἀγαθῇ : but the superstitious feelings of the Greeks 
could not bear to have a phrase like this bandied about 
and dinned into the ears of themselves and their 
children. 

Again it is a recognized rule in Attic that the ε of the 
dative cannot be elided. The reason is simple. Lucidity 
demands that the confusion that would arise from having 
more cases than one indistinguishable from the dative should 
be avoided. Sooner or later this would lead to the evolution 
of the rule as an indispensable condition of correct speech 
and writing. But was it not later rather than sooner that 
this occurred? Was not the rule unknown to the earliest 
writers? It had no existence even for the earlier Iambo- 
graphi. It was unrecognized by the Elegiac and Lyric 
poets of the earlier ages, and still more would it be ignored 
by the primitive Epic poets. Strangely enough this free- 
dom has never been fully allowed to Homer. Of course 
it is quite impossible to avoid seeing that instances of this 
elision do occur occasionally in the Iliad and Odyssey ; 
but admission of the fact has always been grudgingly 
made by scholars, who seem to have thought it would be 
& serious disparagement to the great Epics, if their author 
or authors had not in the main followed a salutary rule, 
which in the later Attic is so imperative. So, doubtless, 
thought the Greeks themselves. 

Quite similar is the case of the personal pronouns, μοι, 
got, tot, ἔοι, which unquestionably were freely elided in 
early Epic. 

With regard to the vexed question of the digamma, it is 
becoming increasingly probable that Bentley after all was 
right in attributing to it the full force of a consonant. 
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The mere fact that a certain number of passages, ever 
becoming smaller, ‘fine by degrees and beautifully less,’ 
resists its easy restoration, will hardly justify the conclusion 
that in Homer’s day it was a disappearing sound, if there 
be any truth in the view stated above of the Greek method 
of dealing with their ancient Epics. 

It has not been my aim—it may be doubted whether it 
is either practicable or desirable—to remove from the 
traditional text what may be called the ordinary conven- 
tional forms. We must, I think, be content for instance, as 
the Greeks themselves were, to see ὁρόω, the musical 
diectasis of ὁρῶ, for dpdw, ὁράᾳς for dpdets, δείδια for δέδξια or 
8é3foa (Monro), ἐώργει for éFeFdpye (though ξ 289, where 
ἀνθρώπους is necessary, makes a difficulty), ἐῴκει for éFeFol- 
κει, ἑήνδανε for éFdvdave, also genitives in -ew for -ao (-a’), 
in -ov for -o0, -00 (-οὗ ἄς. Even efos might be tolerated 
for the more correct jos, but surely not ἕως ; nor again ἧξε 
for éafe (ἔξαξε), eldvia for ἰδυῖα, εἰοικυῖαι for FeFixvtar, and 
other similar forms, which not merely modify but destroy 
both metre and language. Words of this class may be 
banished without hesitation or remorse. 

In respect of metre I confess myself convinced, though 


I do not ask the reader to concede the point, that the — 


prevalent doctrine of hiatus licitus is an error. This 
conclusion is primarily the result of a careful examination 
of particular instances, and next of a general consideration 
that the high numerical average of examples, on which 
the doctrine rests, takes no account of the comparative 
frequency of diaeresis in the Homeric hexameter. Diae- 
resis is exceedingly common in just the very places where 
hiatus licitus is supposed to exist. The usage of later 
poets is not by any means identical with Homer’s; as 
the author of one of the Lives of Homer (Pseud.—Plut.) 
has said, ra δὲ Ὁμήρου ἔπη τὸ τελειότατον ἔχει μέτρον. I 
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hope I have contributed a little to confirm this opinion. 
Even in ὃ 407 :— 
ἔνθα σ᾽ ἐγὼν ἀγαγοῦσα ἅμ᾽ ἠδ φαινομένηφιν 

where there is no verbal corruption in the line and the 
hiatus seems inevitable, a good and valid reason could be 
given for thinking that the passage originally ran in this 
wise :— 

ἔνθα σ᾽ ἐγὼν ἀγαγοῦσα ---- σὺ δ᾽ εὖ κρίνασθαι éralpovs 

τρεῖς, οἵ τοι παρὰ νηυσὶν ξυσσέλμοισιν ἄριστοι, ---- 

ἑξείης εὐνήσω ἅμ᾽ ἠδὲ φαινομένηφιν. 
It passes the power of all the daughters of Proteus together 
to set one man in ambush é£elns, ‘in ὦ row’ at any time of 
day. 

A minority of the criticisms contained in this volume, 
about a fourth part I believe, have appeared in the Journal 
of Philology, and a few in the pages of the Classical Review. 
These have been revised, with slight additions and changes. 
In one case, that of o 299, M. Victor Bérard, by his great 
work, Les Phéniciens et l’Odyssée, a brilliant investigation of 
the geography of the Odyssey, has caused me to withdraw 
a suggestion altogether. He has quite refuted the common 
and natural assumption that much of Homer's geography is 
altogether imaginary. Even if the narrative of Odysseus 
is not absolutely to be ranked as a nautical guide-book, 
a periplus of the Mediterranean, M. Bérard has amply 
justified Strabo’s pronouncement, ἐκ μηδενὸς δὲ ἀληθοῦς 
ἀνάπτειν κενὴν τερατολογίαν οὐχ Ὁμηρικόν. 

I have to thank the Delegates of the Press for their 
kindness in publishing this volume, Prof. Bywater for 
valuable advice, and the staff for their accurate work in 
its production. 

T. L. AGAR. 

MANCHESTER, 

July, 1907. 


ERRATA 


Page 30, 1. 26, read ποτιδέγμενοι 
2) 66, L aI, read AloAlny 
97 70, 1. 18, for (151 read 4 951 
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0387] εἰδὼς αἰπὺν ὄλεθρον" ἐπεὶ πρό οἱ εἴπομεν ἡμεῖς, 

In the latter part of this verse two solutions of the difficulty 
caused by the neglect of the digamma in εἴπομεν hold the 
field. The most popular device is to remove the adverbial πρό, 
a course originally proposed by Knight, afterwards advocated by 
Bekker (Hom. Blatt. ii. p. 21) and adopted by Nauck and others. 
The other alternative is to omit the enclitic pronoun, οἱ, add the 
augment to the verb and so reach, as a resultant reading, zpoeei- 
πομεν. This is Hoffmann’s emendation, though Bentley seems 
to have anticipated him, v. Jour. Phil. No. xlii, Bentley’s Notes 
on the Odyssey, A. Platt. However, the question of priority in 
this case is not very important. The fact is, after due considera- 
tion I am fully persuaded that neither alternative is right. 
I deprecate the sacrifice of either πρό or of as wholly unnecessary. 
The tradition is in the main correct. No omission is required 
to restore the primitive form of the clause, but rather the 
addition of one letter, thus :— 

ἐπεὶ πρό F° ἐείπομεν ἡμεῖς, (Γ᾿ = For). 

It is noteworthy and not a little curious, that the expansion 
of εἴπομεν into ἐείπομεν, thanks to the legitimacy of the elision of 
the diphthong -o« even before a short syllable, actually enables 

-—u— to become —Uv. The same phenomenon appears in Ψ 392, 

where for lrreov δέ of Rf the Cambridge Homer, following 
van Leeuwen and da Costa, rightly exhibits Grreov δέ Γ᾽ gage. 
We may compare Z 289 ἔνθα ῥ᾽ ἔσαν πέπλοι for ἔνθ᾽ ἔσαν of πέπλοι 
in the same edition. It is, I fear, only out of profound disrespect 
for the concluding books of the Odyssey, which Aristarchus — 
condemned, that Prof. Platt allows (w 208) ἔνθα oi οἶκος ἔεν to 
appear rather than ἔνθα F’ ge οἶκος, which pari ratione is 
unmistakably the true reading. 
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From this same little esteemed book, however, let me take 
an excellent illustration of the above-mentioned conversion of the 
cretic into the dactyl by the addition of a syllable. We now 
find in our texts :— 

w 56 ἔρχεται οὗ παιδὸς τεθνηότος ἀντιόωσα. 
But, if we wish the line to scan at all, we certainly ought to read :— 
ἔρχεθ᾽ ἑοῦ παιδός. 

The above facts are of some importance as evidence to determine 
the nature of elision in Homer. The elided syllable was, it 
seems, not slurred over in pronunciation, but removed altogether: 
for a short syllable could hardly absorb, i.e. amalgamate with 
itself, the longer diphthong and still retain, as it does, its original 
quantity unaltered. 

It is perhaps desirable to mention that the position of the 
enclitic pronoun following the πρό in a 37 has been made the 
subject of stricture. Unduly, because the emphasis upon the 
adverb fully justifies the inverted order. Even a slight degree 
of emphasis suffices to bring about such a deviation from the 
general rule as to the place of the enclitic personal pronoun in 
Homeric verse, e.g. with single words :— 

a 264 ἀλλὰ πατήρ οἱ δῶκεν ἐμός" 
γ 367 εἶμ᾽, ἔνθα χρεῖός μοι ὀφέλλεται, 
«278 εἰ μὴ θυμός με κελεύοι. 
κ 293 ὅππότε κεν Κίρκη σ᾽ Adoy —. 
λ 411 ἔγνω δὲ ψυχή pe—. 
pp 107 οὐ γάρ κεν ῥύσαιτό σ᾽ ὑπὲκ κακοῦ ---. 
π 311 ἡμεῖς δ᾽ ἐνθάδε οἱ φραζώμεθα. 
So with phrases :— 
μ 1η8 οἱ δ᾽ ἐν νηΐ μ᾽ ἔδησαν---. 
Ψ 16 καὶ ἐξ ὕπνου p ἀνεγείρεις. 
ρ 456 ὃς νῦν ἀλλοτρίοισι παρήμενος οὔ τί μοι ἔτλης ---. 
£492 φθεγξάμενος δ᾽ ὀλίγῃ ὀπί με πρὸς μῦθον ἔειπε: 
The same principle regulates the order of the words in :— 
ὃ 78 τέκνα φίλ᾽, ἦ roc Ζηνὶ βροτῶν οὐκ dy τις ἐρίζοι» 
I will adduce from the Iliad one instance only out of many :— 
I 474 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ δεκάτη μοι ἐπήλυθε νὺξ ἐρεβεννή, 
(cf. Hym. Dem. 51) because it seems to me to show unmistakably 
the error of altering the order of :— 
ῃ 261 GAN ὅτε δὴ ὄγδοόν μοι ἐπιπλόμενον ἔτος ἦλθε, (= § 287) 
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either into ἀλλ᾽ dre δή μοι ἐπιπλόμενον ἔτος ὄγδοον ἦλθεν with 
van L. and da C. or into ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δή μ᾽ ὄγδωον (v. Monro, Η. 6, 
§ 365, note). I make no question as to the philological validity 
of the new form of the adjective. Dindorf’s ὀγδόατον, however, is 
amply sufficient without any transposition :— 
GAN’ Gre δὴ ὀγδόατόν μοι ἐπιπλόμενον Eros ἦλθεν. 
The metrical effect is similar to the opening of :- 
A 386 εἰ μὲν δὴ ἀντίβιον. . 

Dr. Monro in his note on ξ 287 still seemed to prefer ὄγδωον ; 
but he underrated the resources of Greek civilization as applied 
to the corruption of the early epic. In H 223, 246 we have 
ὄγδοος, as easily convertible into a spondee, as πλέονες (σ 247). 

To revert to a 37, we find a similar adverb preceding an 
enclitic pronoun :— 

B 258 εἴ κ᾿ ἔτι σ᾽ ddpaivovra κιχήσομαι, ὥς νύ περ ὧδε ----. 

In scansion there is nothing to choose between :— 
εἴ κ᾽ ἔτι σ᾽ --- 
εἴ κέ σ᾽ ἔτ᾽ ---. 
The difference can only be one of emphasis, as already explained. 
See also τ 121-2 (Note). 
α 407 ἐκ yap Ὀρέσταο τίσις ἔσσεται ᾿Ατρείδαο. 

The singularity of the lengthening of the short vowel before 
riots is undoubtedly a point in favour of Knight’s condemnation 
of the ll. 40-3, perhaps indeed stronger than his objection to the 
change from indirect to direct narration, for the possibility of 
such a change can hardly be denied, though the examples are not 
very conclusive. I would suggest as a solution of the existing 
difficulties that the original ran thus :— 

ἐκ yap Ὀρέστα᾽ ἔσσεσθαι τίσιν ᾿Ατρείδαο. 

Here we have a line with no metrical defect, possessing the 
further slight advantage that τίσιν and ᾿Ατρείδαο, which must go 
together in sense, ‘ vengeance for the son of Atreus,’ are no longer 
unduly separated from one another. 

Let us examine the matter a little closer. In the dependent 
clause that follows :— 

ὁππότ᾽ ἂν ἡβήσῃ καὶ ἑξῆς ἱμείρεται αἴης 
the poet, not suddenly and harshly, but easily and naturally, falls 
into a form, which would certainly imply strictly a ere 
oratio recta, as it is called. 
B2 3 
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The later Greeks probably felt this little anomaly rather 
keenly. The Homeridae (v. Monro’s Odyssey, App. iv, § 5) and 
the rhapsodists may well have shared the popular feeling. In 
any case they could not do otherwise than conform to it by 
adopting the simple and effective remedy τίσις ἔσσεται, under 
which the text now suffers. Resistance, even if they were 
inclined that way, would be unavailing. Here the grammatical 
welfare of the rising generation was at stake. This anomaly 
occurred at the very outset, in the first fifty lines, of the poem, 
which was in a special sense the mental pabulum of the young. 

Of course in the result the oratio recta, involving a slight 
metrical strain, hardly felt to be a strain at all, would be 
accepted, though there is still extant evidence which seems to 
show that some were in favour of an alternative policy of 
modifying the next line instead, ἡβήσειε Cod. Vind. which 
implies τίσιν ἔσσεσθαι preceding. Homeric usage, however, 
justifies the subjunctive, as the clause refers to a matter still 
future at the time the warning was given (Monro, H. G. § 298). 
The main difference made by the proposed reading is that the 
lapse to direct narration is postponed to 1. 41. A distinct 
metrical advantage is gained, and the phenomena of the MSS. 
readings are made more explicable. Enough perhaps to warrant 
this suggestion. 

a 50] νήσῳ ἐν ἀμφιρύτῃ, ὅθι τ᾽ ὀμφαλός ἐστι θαλάσσης, 
νῆσος δενδρήεσσα, θεὰ δ᾽ ἐν δώματα ναίει, 

This remarkable anacoluthon is, I venture to say, merely the 
outcome of a stringent grammatical purism misapplied. The 
original reading was in all probability a simple iteration, an 
epanalepsis, as it is called :— 

νήσῳ δενδρήεντι. 
Compare for a double iteration B 671-3 :— 
Νιρεὺς αὖ Σύμηθεν dye τρεῖς νῆας ἐΐσας, 
Νιρεύς, ᾿Αγλαΐης υἱὸς Χαρόπον τε ἄνακτος, 
Νιρεύς, ὃς κάλλιστος ἀνὴρ ὑπὸ Ἴλιον ἦλθε ----. 
Also a 23, B 850, 871, Σ 399, X 128, Y 372, VW 642. 

The parallel passage, which supports the nominative here, 
the fellow offender in fact (there are nearly always two at work 
in these cases, cf. Note on 8 26), was long ago neatly corrected by 
Bentley, Z 396 :-— 
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᾿Ανδρομάχη, θυγάτηρ μεγαλήτορος ‘Heriwvos, 

Ἠετίων ὃς ἔναιεν ὑπὸ Πλάκῳ ὑληέσσῃ. 
He restored, and only our passage prevents its acceptance, 

Ἠετίωνος, ὃ vate —. 

In K 437 the case is totally different: we have no iteration, but 
merely a new independent sentence. For the form of the fem. adj. 
cf. a 246 =T 131 ὑλήεντι, a 93 ἡμαθόεντα, B 503 ποιήεντα, 561 
ἀμπελόεντα. Many such have doubtless disappeared under the 
hand of the orthodox reviser. 

In a 70 it is quite possible that in spite of the preceding 
relative clause, ὃν ὀφθαλμοῦ dAdwoev, which offers some defence 
for the acc. of the tradition, the original was in regular apposi- 
tion to Κύκλωπος :— 

ἀντιθέου Πολνφήμου, Go κράτος ἔσκε μέγιστον. 
At any rate the suggestion is worth making. It helps to account 
for the bastard dov, as there would be no less than four o’s 
together in the most ancient writing. 
a 47] ἐκ τοῦ δὴ Ὀδυσῆα Ποσειδάων ἐνοσίχθων 
ov τι κατακτείνει, 

Here the hiatus is not defended by any theory of legitimacy. 
Therefore it may be permissible to suggest that the line should 
begin thus :— 

ἐκ τοῦ δ᾽ οὐκ Ὀδυσῆα, 

exactly as 1. 212 does. The emphatic repetition of the negative 
is not uncommon, the usual form being οὐ---οὐδέ; but even 
ov—ov occurs (y 27, ὦ 251), so that any objection to οὐ---οὔ τι 
would be hypercritical. Cf. v 339 and Note on ¢ 222-3. 
a 827 εἰ μὲν δὴ νῦν τοῦτο φίλον μακάρεσσι θεοῖσι, 

νοστῆσαι Ὀδυσῆα δαΐφρονα ὅνδε δόμονδε;---. 
The second line is the exegesis οὗ τοῦτο in the first line, though 
it cannot be said that τοῦτο is particularly in need of any 
explanation. It naturally refers to what Zeus has just said, 
ll. 76—9, that all the gods there assembled should consider 
the means to be adopted to secure the return of Odysseus and 
the abandonment of Poseidon’s wrath against him. 

The objection to 1. 83, which I regard as an interpolation, 
is not however so much, if at all, the fitness or unfitness of the 
explanation it gives of τοῦτο. There was hardly a possibility for 
any one to go wrong in this point, I rely upon two facts, firstly 
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that the hiatus in the second foot is a violation of Homeric 
prosody, and secondly that an examination of kindred passages 
tends to show that the line is everywhere open to suspicion, and 
has indeed generally been suspected and impugned. The passages 
in question are :— 
€ 422 ἀλλ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ἀπαρχόμενος κεφαλῆς τρίχας ἐν πυρὶ βάλλεν 
ἀργιόδοντος tds, καὶ ἐπεύχετο πᾶσι θεοῖσι 
νοστῆσαι Ὀδυσῆα πολύφρονα ὅνδε δόμονδε. 
The poet is here for the moment telling his hearers that Eumaeus 
was strictly religious. The words immediately preceding the 
above quotation are :— 
οὐδὲ συβώτης 

λήθετ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἀθανάτων: φρεσὶ γὰρ κέχρητ᾽ ἀγαθῇσιν" 
The one important point is that in killing the swine he did not 
omit to pray to the gods. The subject of his prayer is of 
subordinate importance, and indeed if it were not, would tend 
to distract attention from the real point, the strict piety of the 
swineherd. Kirchhoff rejects the line (424). 

v 238 ὃς δ᾽ αὕτως Εὔμαιος ἐπεύξατο πᾶσι θεοῖσι 

νοστῆσαι Ὀδυσῆα πολύφρονα ὄνδε δόμονδε. 
This couplet was regarded as of doubtful genuineness by 
Duentzer and rejected without hesitation by Kirchhoff. Odysseus 
is conversing with, and testing the loyalty of, Philoetius, the 
herdsman. The intervention of Eumaeus is not to the point. 
It is generally attributed to the influence of the remaining 
passage :— 
203 ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως Εὔμαιος ἐπεύχετο πᾶσι θεοῖσι 
νοστῆσαι Ὀδυσῆα πολύφρονα ὄνδε δόμονδε. 
The second line is here at least superfluous, as &s αὕτως gives the 
precise information that the prayer was to the very same effect 
as that of Philoetius. Still, if νοστῆσαι ᾿Οδυσῇα πολύφρονα ὅνδε 
δόμονδε be everywhere an interpolation, whence did it come? 
It is not an entirely new construction: it is drawn or adapted 
clearly enough, I submit, from v 328-9 :--- 
ὄφρα μὲν ὑμῖν θυμὸς ἐνὶ στήθεσσιν ἐώλπει 
γοστήσειν ᾽Οδυσῆα πολύφρονα ὄνδε δόμονδε. ---- 

where in a metrical shape it holds its place on an absolutely 
secure tenure. It is there no removable formula like its adapta- 


tion everywhere, and the reason for this difference is, that with 
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νοστῆσαι and its accompanying hiatus the line is merely a later 
rhapsodical addition. 
α 127} ἔγχος μέν ῥ᾽ ἔστησε φέρων --- 
130 αὐτὴν δ᾽ ἐς θρόνον εἶσεν ἄγων, ὑπὸ λῖτα πετάσσας, 
καλὸν δαιδάλεον᾽ ὑπὸ δὲ θρῆνυς ποσὶν ἦεν. 

The contrast between the goddess and her spear emphasized 
by αὐτήν seems somewhat frigid, but this is not the main ground 
for taking exception to 130-1. 

To convince ourselves that καλὸν δαιδάλεον agrees with θρόνον 
and not with Atra, we have only to turn to :— 

κ 318 = 366 εἷσε δέ μ᾽ εἰσαγαγοῦσα ἐπὶ θρόνου ἀργυροήλον 
καλοῦ δαιδαλέου᾽ ὑπὸ δὲ θρῆνυς ποσὶν ἦεν 
Σ 380 τὴν μὲν ἔπειτα καθεῖσεν ἐπὶ θρόνου ἀργυροήλον 
καλοῦ δαιδαλέον᾽ ὑπὸ δὲ θρῆνυς ποσὶν ἦεν. 
But these passages further suggest that originally the possibility 
even of any doubt as to the concord was non-existent, that instead 
of és θρόνον καλὸν δαιδάλεον with its harsh ictus-lengthening of the 
short syllable before the open vowel, Homer really said in all 
three cases ἐπὶ θρόνου καλοῦ Sadaréov, or to give the words their 
more antique form and scansion ἐπὶ Opdvo—xaddo Sadaddor. To 
admit this our passage would require but little alteration, and 
that almost suggested by 3 389. I would read thus :— 
τὴν δ᾽ dp ἐπὶ θρόνου εἷσεν ἄγων, ὑπὸ Nira πετάσσας, 
καλοῦ δαιδαλέον᾽ ὑπὸ δὲ θρῆνυς ποσὶν fev. 
The motive for the corruption may have been the desire to do 
greater honour to the goddess, to show more respect for her great 
personality by using the emphatic αὐτήν instead of τήν, cf. 8 127-8 
(Note). 

It may be noticed that ἄγων the pres. part. is probably ‘ extra 

constructionem Ὁμηρικῶς ᾿ even in the traditional reading, cf. 


B 414 φέροντες. 
I am also inclined to think that the pres. part. should be 
restored in x 315 thus :— , 


εἰς δέ μ᾽ ἄγουσα καθεῖσεν ἐπὶ θρόνου ἀργυροήλου ---. 
α 148] κῆρυξ δ᾽ αὐτοῖσιν Ody’ ἐπῴχετο οἰνοχοεύων. 

The pronoun could easily be written divisim αὖ τοῖσιν, 
which indeed in 109 κήρυκες δ᾽ αὐτοῖσι is given as a variant (αὖ 
τοῖσι Nicias, 0. Cf. B 681. The wonder is that any trace of 
resistance to the inevitable tendency, to which even Aristarchus 
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seems to have surrendered, should have survived. Here too 
ἐν τοῖσιν Y'. Cf. £ 137. 
a 191] 7 οἱ βρῶσίν re πόσιν τε 

παρτιθεῖ, εἶτ᾽ ἂν μιν κάματος κατὰ γυῖα λάβῃσι ---. 

The middle form παρτίθετ᾽ (παρτίθεται) is a metrical necessity 
here, apart from natural doubts as to the validity of τιθεῖ for 
τίθησι. See the Classical Review, February, 1900, pp. 2—4. 

a 2127] ἐκ τοῦ δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ Ὀδυσῆα ἐγὼ ἴδον οὔτ᾽ ἐμὲ κεῖνος. 

Here the hiatus Ὀδυσῆα ἐγώ is defended as peta? but 

-the precisely similar case in τ 185 

ἔνθ᾽ "Odvoje ἐγὼ ἰδόμην καὶ ξείνια δῶκα 
is condemned as vicious, and for a remedy Gerhard has actually 
proposed the excruciating ᾿Οδυσῇ καὶ ἐγών for τ 185. 

Obviously both are equally wrong, and both equally need 
restoration, if it be attainable. I suggest that the preposition 
és has dropped out before either verb, ἔσξιδου, ἐς ιδόμην, so that 
we should read 

Ὀδυσῇ᾽ ἐγὼ εἴσιδον 
᾿Οδυσῇ ἐγὼ εἰσιδόμην 
(cf. ἃ 582, 593, a 118) or the prep. might be separated from its 
verb and stand before ἐγώ in either case. This would certainly 
make its disappearance an easier matter. 
a 925] ris dais, τίς Sai ὅμιλος ὅδ᾽ ἔπλετο; τίπτε δέ σε χρεώ; 
εἰλαπίνη he γάμος ; ἐπεὶ οὐκ ἔρανος τάδε γ᾽ ἐστίν. 

For the former of these two lines, I suggest as a possible 
explanation of the curious δαί, 

τίς Sarvs, τίς ὅμιλος ὅδ᾽ ἔπλετο ; 
(Χ 496 ἐκ δαιτύος). If to the unusual form, δαιτύς, Sais were added 
as an adscript gloss, the result might easily be read into dais τίς 
Sai as now appears in the tradition. Possibly in a 369 the 
unique βοητύς may reversely be for βοή τις. 

The latter line (226) is really past redemption, because it 
probably merely incorporates extraneous matter. I take it that 
we now have here an imperfectly versified comment on the 
original line itself. The crasis or elision of y of εἰλαπίνη is 
incredible. Compared with this the lengthening of -os before 
the vowel is a mere trifle. The question addressed to Tele- 
machus may have stood for example in this form after the words 
already discussed :— 
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τίπτε δέ σε χρεὼ 
ἢ γάμου } ἐράνου ἣ εἰλαπίνης τεθαλνίης ; 
‘What need hast thou either for wedding-feast or love-feast or 
clan banquet ?’ 
A natural remark for a reader to make on this would be: ‘It 
may be a clan banquet or a wedding-feast, but it certainly is 
not a love-feast,’? and this is exactly what is conveyed by the 
traditional, | 
εἰλαπίνη ἦε γάμος ; ἐπεὶ οὐκ ἔρανος τάδε γ᾽ ἐστίν. 
In this suggestion it will be seen that I have adapted 
λ 415 ἢ γάμῳ ἢ ἐράνῳ 4 εἰλαπίνῃ τεθαλνυζῃ. 
α 259} ἐξ Ἐφύρης ἀνιόντα παρ᾽ Ἴλου Μερμερίδαο, 
A transposition has occurred here. Read :— 
ἐξανιόντ᾽ Ε φύρης παρὰ Ἴλου Μερμερίδαο. 
α 2617 φάρμακον ἀνδροφόνον διζήμενος, ὄφρα οἱ εἴη 
ἰοὺς χρίεσθαι χαλκήρεας- ἀλλ᾽ ὃ μὲν oF οἱ 
δῶκεν, ἐπεί ῥα θεοὺς νεμεσίζετο αἰὲν ἐόντας, 
ἀλλὰ πατήρ οἱ δῶκεν ἐμός: φιλέεσκε γὰρ αἰνῶς. 

The general import of this passage is clear enough. The 
difficulty lies in the causal sentence, ἐπεί pa θεοὺς νεμεσίζετο αἰὲν 
ἐόντας. We are obliged to render νεμεσίζετο he reverenced or he 
dreaded, although really such a meaning is altogether at odds 
with the regular sense of νεμεσίζομαι and its cognate νεμεσάω. 
First as to the usage of νεμεσίζομαι; it means, 7 am righteously 
indignant, Iam angry. 

(1) Absolutely. 

8 138 ὑμέτερος δ᾽ εἰ μὲν θυμὸς νεμεσίζεται αὐτῶν, 
E 872 Ζεῦ πάτερ, οὐ νεμεσίζε᾽ ὁρῶν τάδε καρτερὰ ἔργα; 

(2) With the cause of the feeling expressed by an ace. 
and infin. 

P 254 ἀλλά τις αὐτὸς ἴτω, νεμεσιζέσθω δ᾽ evi θυμῷ 
Πάτροκλον ἸΤρῳῇσι κυσὶν μέλπηθρα γενέσθαι. 

Β 296 τῷ ov νεμεσίζομ᾽ ᾿Αχαιοὺς 
ἀσχαλάαν παρὰ νηυσὶ κορωνίσιν" 

(3) With the object of the indignation, the person or persons 
against whom it is entertained, expressed by the dative. 

B 239 viv δ᾽ ἄλλῳ δήμῳ νεμεσίζομαι, οἷον ἅπαντες 
ho? ἄνεῳ. 
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Θ 407 Ἥρῃ δ᾽ οὗ τι τόσον νεμεσίζομαι οὐδὲ χολοῦμαι. So 
also 421. 
E 757 Zev πάτερ, ov νεμεσίζε᾽ "Apy τάδε καρτερὰ ἔργα, 
ὁσσάτιόν τε καὶ οἷον ἀπώλεσε λαὸν ᾿Αχαιῶν ---; 
These are all the passages which exhibit any form οὗ νεμεσίζεσθαι 
in the Homeric poems. In no instance is there any room for 
doubt as to the sense, though the last example, E 757-8, has 
probably been damaged in transmission. However, this need 
not detain us, as the meaning of the verb is not affected. 

Now compare with the above passages the expression under 
discussion :— 

ἐπεί ῥα θεοὺς νεμεσίζετο αἰὲν ἐόντας. 

‘Since he reverenced the gods, who live for ever’ is undoubtedly 
the meaning intended. The sequence of thought will allow no 
other. Otherwise, especially in view of E 757, who would 
hesitate to accept as the most natural version of the words ‘since 
he was indignant that the gods should exist for ever’, implying, 
of course—an unpardonable levity—some regret at not possessing 
ἃ φάρμακον to curtail this prolonged existence? Compare also 
N 352. 

We are often told that Homer sometimes nods: but such 
a startling incongruity as this, such a glaring misuse of words, 
would seem to indicate a deeper slumber than has ever been laid 
to his charge. 

Whatever he really said here, I think we may at least feel 
pretty sure he did not say :— 

ἐπεί pa θεοὺς νεμεσίζετο αἰὲν ἐόντας. 
It is not as if there did not exist in the Homeric vocabulary any 
verb that would fit the line and convey the sense, ‘ he reverenced,’ 
‘regarded,’ ‘had respect for.’ ὠπίζετο and ἐποπίζετο were at 
command besides verbs of fearing in abundance, τρέεν, diev, &c., 
which might readily be associated with convenient adverbs, λίην, 
αἰνῶς, μεγάλα, &c. 

From the facility with which a suitable substitute for 
νεμεσίζετο could be found, we may infer that νεμεσίζετο is not 
really very far wrong, and that the error—for error there must be 
—lies wholly or mainly in the accompanying words. Accordingly 
I suggest as a likely original :— 


ἐπεί xe θεοὶ νεμεσίζοντ᾽ αἰὲν ἐόντες, 
10 
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‘since the gods, who live for ever, would have been indignant.’ 
The imperfect, of course, implies the persistency of the feeling. 
Their anger would have been lasting, cf. v 307, v. Monro, H. G. 
§ 324. 

So and so only can νεμεσίζεσθαι preserve its legitimate 
meaning, while the general sense remains unimpaired. The 
only difference is that the displeasure of the gods is explicitly 
affirmed instead of being merely implied as in the anomalous 
vulgate. The changes, though numerous, are but slight in 
character; θεοὺς----ἐόντας becomes θεοὶ--- ἐόντες, fa becomes xe and 
νεμεσίζετο becomes νεμεσίζοντ. The corruption would, I believe, 
begin with veyeoi{ovr. The spondee in the fourth place seems 
less rhythmical than the dactyl. There is, however, no difficulty 
in defending the rhythm given by this conjecture. Parallels are 
abundant, e. g. 

H 30 σήμερον' ὕστερον aire μαχήσοντ᾽, eis ὅ κε τέκμωρ ----. 

A 356 ef με καὶ εἰς ἐνιαυτὸν ἀνώγοιτ᾽ αὐτόθι μίμνειν. 

ρ 419 μή σε νέοι διὰ δῶμα ἐρύσσωσ᾽, οἷ᾽ ἀγορεύεις. φ 184. 
After the appearance of νεμεσίζετο the other changes necessary to 
produce the tradition are easy and inevitable. The nom. plur. 
becomes the acc. and xe is displaced by fa. 

The case then stands thus: the vulgate passes beyond all 
reasonable licence of language: the emendation is after all not 
such as to leave the origin of the traditional text an absolute 
mystery. It gives the required sense and sacrifices no word of 
the tradition entirely save ja. The most serious loss is that 
of the hiatus licitus, a loss, if it be a loss, that the judicious may 
condone; I shall not myself pretend to regret the removal of that 
notable and popular scholastic bulwark. 

a 268] 7 κεν νοστήσας droricerat, ἣε καὶ οὐκί, 
οἷσιν ἐνὶ μεγάροισι: 

In general it is the intrusion of thé later article into the 
Homeric text that we have to deplore, for the havoc so wrought 
has been extensive (v. Note on ὃ 222, ad fin.), but occasionally 
when serving as an anaphoric pronoun it has been driven from 
the text, because the later usage suggested an entirely inappro- 
priate meaning. This in all probability has been the case here, 
for the pronoun is clearly required by the sense, and the rhythm 
is improved by its insertion thus :— 
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ἢ κεν ὃ νοστήσας ἀποτίσεται ----. 
Compare Ν It καὶ γὰρ 6 θαυμάζων ἧστο πτόλεμόν τε μάχην τε ----. 
513 ὃς ὁ τυπεὶς ἥσπαιρε μίνυνθά περ, οὔ τι μάλα δήν ----. 

α 155 ἢ τοι ὃ φορμίζων ἀνεβάλλετο καλὸν ἀείδειν ----. 
also y 309. A similar instance to the above (a 268), where 
the pronoun is even more urgently needed, may be seen in 
ξ 112:— 

καί οἱ πλησάμενος δῶκε σκύφος, @ περ ἔπινεν, 
Here the idea that πλ would necessarily lengthen the short vowel 
may have operated prejudicially; but compare A 329 avrap 
ὁ πλησίον ἑστήκει and read :— 
καί οἱ 6 πλησάμενος ---. 
Another case of the loss of the pronoun, not however immediately 
before a participle, is :— 
v 136 οἶνον μὲν yap πῖνε καθήμενος, Opp ἔθελ᾽ αὐτός, 
where we may read with advantage :-- | 
οἶνον μὲν yap ὁ πῖνε καθήμενος ----. 
Compare ν 92 (Note) and ε 461 :-- 
ὡς εἰπὼν τὸν κριόν ----» 

which probably represents &s ὅ γε εἰπὼν κριόν —, or better ὡς 
εἰπὼν ὅ γε κριόν ---- So perhaps y 270 δὴ τότε τὸν μέν --- for τόθ᾽ 
ὁ τὸν μέν ---. 
@ 325] τοῖσι δ᾽ ἀοιδὸς ἄειδε περικλυτός, of δὲ σιωπῇ 

εἴατ᾽ ἀκούοντες. ὃ δ᾽ ᾿Αχαιῶν νόστον ἄειδε —. 

I suggest ἀκούαζόν θ᾽, i.e. ἀκούαζόν τε as it would appear in 
the earlier writing. The first stage of corruption would be 
dxovdfovre (dual), corrected to dxovafovres, the plural being 
obviously necessary. Then, of course, comes the ἀκούοντες of 
the tradition. For the verb compare :— 

Hym. Herm. 422 θυμῷ dxovafovra: 

The Odyssey and Iliad show only the middle voice, « 7, v 9, 
A 343. 

α 843] τοίην γὰρ κεφαλὴν ποθέω μεμνημένη αἰεὶ 

ἀνδρός, τοῦ κλέος εὐρὺ καθ’ Ἑλλάδα καὶ μέσον “Apyos. 
The athetesis of Aristarchus was laid upon 1]. 344, and scholars are 
still divided on the question of the correctness of this condemna- 
tion. I take sides unhesitatingly with the defenders of the line, 
not only because Aristarchus proceeded on the needless assumption 
that “EAAds here denoted the whole of Greece instead of the 
13 
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Thessalian city or district, but because it seems impossible that 
Penelope’s speech should end with 1. 343, and τοίην κεφαλήν be 
left without further indication of the person alluded to, viz. 
her husband. So much seems to me certain from the parallel 
passage :— ; 

λ 549 τοίην yap κεφαλὴν vex αὐτῶν γαῖα κατέσχεν 

Αἴανθ᾽, ὃς περὶ μὲν εἶδος περὶ δ᾽ ἔργα τέτυκτο, 
where a similar τοίην κεφαλήν has its epexegesis in Αἴαντα. There 
is therefore very fair reason for accepting 1. 344 as both genuinely 
archaic and fully entitled to its place in this passage. 

In one respect, however, the comparison with A 550 leads me 
to suspect the presence of a slight later modification. There we 
find not an appositional genitive Αἴαντος but a true apposition 
Αἴαντα. Here we have κεφαλὴν ἀνδρός, which hardly strikes one 
as quite a valid Homeric expression. We have for example 
Τεῦκρε, φίλη κεφαλή (@ 281), but such an address as ὦ Τεύκροιο 
φίλη κεφαλή is not to be met with in the pages of Homer, although 
ὦ φίλον Τεύκρου κάρα would be unimpeachable in Attic Tragedy. 
Again there is a further complication in the undeniable possibility 
of taking ἀνδρός directly in construction with μεμνημένη contrary 
to the general usage of that participle, cf. ὃ 151, E 263, T 153, 
Hym. Aphr. 283. All ambiguity is removed, an archaic usage 
restored and the parallelism with A 549 f. made closer by reading :— 

ἄνδρα, τόο κλέος εὐρύ κτλ. 
It is easy to see that the archaic τόο, not being tolerable to the 
ears of the later Greeks, would be the prime cause of the super- 
session of the acc., ἄνδρα, by the gen., ἀνδρός, which is indeed 
rather a neat modification. 

To forestall an objection—not perhaps a very weighty one— 
that 
5 726 = 816 ἐσθλόν, τοῦ κλέος εὐρὺ καθ᾽ Ἑ λλάδα καὶ μέσον “Apyos 
supports the spondee in the first foot, I will suggest that there 
also the opening rhythm was originally dactylic, thus :— 

ἐσθλόν, do κλέος εὐρὺ καθ᾽ Ἑλλάδα καὶ μέσον “Apyos, 
so that all three passages might be included in the number of 
those affording probable instances of the archaic genitive in -oo, 
v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 98. A reference to Dr. Monro’s list will show 
that in B 325 do has already been rightly reinstated before this 
very word κλέος in place of the traditional extravagance dov. 
13 
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α 383] τὸν δ᾽ αὖτ' ᾿Αντίνοος προσέφη, Εὐπείθεος vids. 

Here προσέφη should surely be corrected to προσέειπ᾽, as the 
hiatus indicates. Even the most casual reader of Homer knows 
that the regular formula is τὸν 5 atre προσέειπε, On the other 
hand τὸν δ᾽ atre — προσέφη seems somewhat of a rarity. 

This slight corruption is probably due to the fact that προσέφη is 
almost always found in this place in the line, divided between the 
third foot and the fourth; but hiatus is carefully avoided as in o 325. 

5 641, 660, π 363, ρ 477, 7 42, 284, v 270, φ 140, 256, N 768, 
require the same remedy, -ἔειπ᾽ for -ἐφη. These seem to be the 
only passages affected, and it is curious to note the completeness 
of the disappearance of προσέειπ᾽ (elided) from the tradition. 

α 403] μὴ yap ὅ γ᾽ ἔλθοι ἀνήρ, ds τίς σ᾽ ἀέκοντα βίηφι 

κτήματ᾽ atroppaice Ἰθάκης ἔτι ναιεταούσης. 

We need hardly be delayed in the consideration of this pas- 
sage with the theory that μὴ---ἔλθοι should be regarded as a 
concessive optative, uttered in a threatening tone (Ameis), 
rather than as an ordinary optative of wish. ‘Far be it that 
he should come’ may be taken with Dr. Monro, H. G. § 299 (a) 
to be the expression of a prayer or wish. Of the three forms 
ναιεταούσης, vaerowons (Aristarchus) and ναιεταώσης 1 am 
content to give the preference to the first, and lastly instead 
of the future dzoppaice of the MSS., which is not only ano- 
malous with ὅς ris, but also metrically objectionable, I accept 
as indispensably correct the optative in -ee with elision from 
Bentley, Voss, Bekker and other editors. 

The above points being disposed of or set aside, I challenge 
the admissibility of the verb ἀπορραίω here in any form what- 
ever. In support of this protest the usage of paiw and its 
compounds elsewhere in Homer requires examination. We find :— 
ε 221 εἰ δ᾽ αὖ τις ῥαίῃσι θεῶν ἐνὶ οἴνοπι πόντῳ, 

W234 ὧν τε Ποσειδάων εὐεργέα νῇ᾽ ἐνὶ πόντῳ | ῥαίσῃ, 
ν 151 (ἐθέλω νῆα) ῥαῖσαι, ἵν᾽ ἤδη σχῶνται, ἀπολλήξωσι δὲ πομπῆς 
θ 569 (φῆ νῆα) ῥαίσεσθαι, μέγα δ᾽ ἦμιν ὄρος πόλει ἀμφικαλύψειν, 
ν 177 (φῆ νῆα) ῥαισέμεναι, μέγα δ᾽ ἧμιν κτλ. 
(Leg. ἄμμιν, cf. Ὦ 355 below.) 

£326 ῥαιομένου, Gre μ᾽ ἔρραιε κλντὸς ᾿Βννοσίγαιος. 
t 459 (ἐγκέφαλος) θεινομένου ῥαίοιτο πρὸς οὔδεϊ, 
Π 339 φάσγανον ἐρραίσθη. 

14 
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διαρραίω :— 
Μὶ 290 νῆα διαρραίουσι θεῶν ἀέκητι ἀνάκτων. 
I 78 νὺξ δ᾽ ὅδ᾽ ἠὲ διαρραίσει στρατὸν ἠὲ σαώσει. 
B 49 (8 δὴ τάχα οἶκον ἅπαντα) πάγχυ διαρραίσει, 
a 251 οἶκον ἐμόν: τάχα δή με διαρραίσουσι καὶ αὐτόν. (= π 128) 
Β 473, A 713, 733, Ρ 727 διαρραῖσαι μεμαῶτες. 
2 355 ἄνδρ᾽ ὁρόω, τάχα δ᾽ ἄμμε διαρραίσεσθαι ὀίω. 
ἀπορραίω only recurs :— 
w 428 τόν ῥ᾽ ἔθελον φθῖσαι καὶ ἀπορραῖσαι φίλον Frop. 
The meaning of the verb is clearly marked throughout, and is 
established by a sufficient number of instances. ‘To break 
by a blow,’ ‘to smite and shatter,’ is the notion everywhere 
conveyed. It is only when we get to the present passage that 
this meaning becomes inapplicable. Here moreover ἀπορραίω, 
‘to break off,’ appropriates to itself the construction as well as 
the sense of ἀποαιρεῖσθαι (ἀφαιρεῖσθαι). So we are told: but is 
the statement in any degree credible? It requires a robust faith. 
Is it not rather a comfortable delusion, in which distressed com- 
mentators, ancient ones I admit, have found refuge from their 
perplexity? For my own part I am convinced that neither 
Homer nor any one else ever could or ever did speak of ‘ breaking 
aman off his possessions’ or of ‘breaking his possessions away 
from a man’, Such an expression would indeed be a whimsical 
linguistic oddity almost passing beyond the fairly wide limits of 
latter-day American humour. Far short of this too falls even the 
remarkable expression in Aesch. Eumen. 845 
ἀπὸ γάρ pe τιμᾶν δαναιᾶν θεῶν 

δυσπάλαμοι παρ᾽ οὐδὲν ἦραν δόλοι. 

The condemnation of the verb here would, I apprehend, 
hold good even if no satisfactory solution of the difficulty were 
forthcoming. It is surely better to recognize and frankly admit 
an imperfection than to gloze it over and pretend to be uncon- 
scious of its existence. But the puzzle seems by no means an 
insoluble one. The original word here, I believe, was not ἀπορ- 
paiw at all but ἀπαυράω (ἀποξρέω or ἀπόξρημι), which supplies the 
precise meaning and construction required :— 

ὅς τίς σ᾽ ἀέκοντα βίηφι 
κτήματ᾽ ἀπορήσει 
18 
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Now in dealing with this verb the later Greeks after the loss of 
the digamma from the language had two courses open, either to 
let v represent the or to drop the ἢ altogether and make com- 
pensation by doubling the p. Consequently we might expect to 
find here either ἀπουρήσειε or ἀπορρήσειε. Either, I say, would 
have served; but unfortunately neither could be for a moment 
tolerated by Greek readers, Both forms involved for their ears 
the suggestion of something ἀπρεπές, which, though it need not be 
particularized, rendered the presentation of the words impossible. 
The Greeks of course were not troubled by any antiquarian 
respect for the obsolete, and accordingly in searching about for 
a respectable equivalent readily acquiesced in ἀπορραίω in spite 
of the shortcomings in respect of construction and meaning 
already touched upon. For a parallel compare H 453, where, as 
I have suggested, ἀθλήσαντε has displaced ἀντλήσαντε, also 
O 30. 

It remains to see whether there is any trace in Homer of 
this future and 1 aorist. We have ἃ 2 aor. part. ἀπούρας (ἀπόξρας) 
eight times, ἀπηύρα (ἀπέξρα) twenty times, ἀπηύρων four times 
(1 pers. sing.), once (3 pers. plur.). The pres. ἀπαυράω is not 
Homeric, and its diphthong -av for -of is supposed by Buttmann 
to be due to the analogy of ἐπαυρίσκομαι. The future however 
may, I think, be recognized even through its masquerading 
disguise in :— 

X 489 ἄλλοι γάρ οἱ ἀπουρίσσουσιν ἀρούρας. 
Such is the usual reading: but ἀπουρήσουσιν is supported by 
C Ven. B. Harl. Mosc. 2 Paris (La Roche), is adopted by 
Buttmann, Bekker and others, and-is doubtless correct. To 
this I will add several passages, in which it may be permissible 
to suggest that the more familiar aipjow has superseded the 
form under discussion. Of course aipéw had an initial F, as is 
clear from A 230, 275 (cf. B. 329, % 260, K 235). In general 
those instances of αἱρέω which reject f, admit of easiest correction, 
e.g. P 67 χλωρὸν δέος αἱρεῖ and H 479 χλωρὸν δέος ype. These 
are clearly mere thoughtless modifications of χλωρὸν δέος εἷλεν, 
which may be found in its original integrity @ 77, x 42, ὦ 533, 
Hym. Dem. 190. There are in all five such instances of αἱρεῖ, 
and no less than nine of ype. To these we may add one instance 
of each from the Hymns. 
16 
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Consequently in A 453, where we now read 
ὄσσε καθαιρήσουσι θανόντι περ 
it is possible and even probable that the original stood :— 
ὄσσε κατα[ρήσουσι θανόντι περ 
Similarly in :- 
A 161 καὶ δή μοι γέρας αὐτὸς ἀφαιρήσεσθαι ἀπειλεῖς, 
Ψ 544 μέλλεις γὰρ ἀφαιρήσεσθαι ἄεθλον, 
φ 261 οὐ μὲν γάρ τιν᾽ ἀναιρήσεσθαι ὀίω, 
X9 7 τοι ὁ καλὸν ἄλεισον ἀναιρήσεσθαι ἔμελλε, 
the unfamiliar and obsolete forms ἀποΐρήσεσθαι and ἀναξρήσεσθαι 
must readily have made way for the familiar and equally 
convenient compounds of aipéw. 
I come now to the more difficult case of the 1 aor. ἔξρησα. 
The rehabilitation of this tense, periculosae plenum opus aleae, 
cannot be essayed with more than a moderate hope of success. 
Nevertheless it seems worth while to suggest that the very form 
I am seeking to restore to a 404, drof pyjoee, may be the original, 
from which has come by an easy metathesis of letters the much 
debated ἀποέρσειε ---- 
ᾧ 329 μή μιν ἀποέρσειε μέγας ποταμὸς βαθυδίνης. 
Indeed, Dr. Monro, in his note on π 428, suggests that the 
1 aor. from this root fpa (fep) would be ἔξερσα or éfepa rather 
than ἔξρησα. 
From this form we cannot of course separate :— 
ᾧ 283 ὅν ῥά τ᾽ ἔνανλος ἀποέρσῃ χειμῶνι περῶντα. 
Ζ 348 ‘vba. με κῦμ᾽ ἀπόερσε πάρος τάδε ἔργα γενέσθαι. 
In favour of this identification it may be urged that the meaning 
‘take or carry off’ is more simple and satisfactory than any 
other, the peculiar lengthening of the o of dwo- is thus fully 
accounted for, while the variation of quantity in ἀπορρήσῃ--- 
ἀπόρησε finds an exact parallel in the use of a ia and 
ἀναροιβδεῖ in consecutive lines (μ 104-5). 
There is more room for hesitation in recognizing our verb in 
a different connexion of ideas :— 
2 454 (ἐπιβλὴς) εἰλάτινος, τὸν τρεῖς μὲν ἐπιρρήσσεσκον ᾿Αχαιοΐ, 
456 ᾿Αχιλεὺς δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἐπιρρήσσεσκε καὶ οἷος" (δέ F’) 
So these verbs usually appear in our texts: but nearly all the 
MSS. have the single, not the double sigma, ἐπιρρήσεσκον -xe, 
Editors seem to have unfortunately adopted oo from a desire 
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to identify the word with the equally mysterious ῥήσσω (% 571). 
I submit that ἐπιρήσεσκον -xe, or more correctly ἐπιξρήσασκον -κε, 
adequately meet the requirements of these two passages. 

If this be so, and if ἐπιϊρέω may be taken to be the proper 
expression for ‘putting to’ a bar, there seems every probability 
that in another passage of this book :— 

a 441 βῆ ῥ᾽ ἵμεν ἐκ θαλάμοιο, θύρην δ᾽ ἐπέρυσσε κορώνῃ 
where the neglect of the f in ἐπέρυσσε has long been cause 
of surprise, while the preposition can hardly be omitted, the 
original was ἐπέρησε i.e. éréfpyoe, With a quantitative freedom 
similar to that noticed above in the case of Z' 348. 

Compare also the note on ν 262 where ῥρῆσαι seems a sound 
correction of the anomalous στερέσαι. 

Lastly, it is at least within the bounds of possibility that 

ἐ 134 fue de’ ἐστεύφων ἐρύσαι, 
conceals ῥινὸν dx’ ὀστεόο fppoas. 


BOOK II (6). 
β 46] οὔτε ποθ᾽ ἡμετέρη ἀγορὴ yéver οὗτε θόωκος 


Θόωκος is here explained as ‘session’, ‘meeting’, of the 
BovAn, the council of chiefs or elders (γέροντες); 80 that Aegyptius 
mentions here the two constitutional assemblies, named in 
conjunction in y 127 :— 

οὔτε wor ely ἀγορῇ Sly’ ἐβάζομεν ovr’ ἐνὶ βουλῇ. 
But there is a difficulty about θόωκος. Neither in form nor in 
meaning is it satisfactory. The cognate verb is θαάσσω ‘I sit’. 

The form has the support of one other passage only, μ 318 :-— 

ἔνθα δ᾽ ἔσαν Νυμφέων καλοὶ χοροὶ ἠδὲ Odwxoe 

‘a verse which is possibly an interpolation, as Fick believes, cf. 
v 103—4. But let @dwxos be entitled to whatever support this 
second instance may afford. Illegitimate forms in Homer usually 
run in couples like barriers. In other places, all of which 
I subjoin, the form is θῶκος :-— 

Θ 439. Οὔλυμπόνδε δίωκε, θεῶν δ᾽ ἐξίκετο θώκους. 

B14 ἕζετο δ᾽ ἐν πατρὸς θώκῳ, εἶξαν δὲ γέροντες. 

€ 3 οἱ δὲ θεοὶ θῶκόνδε καθίζανον, ἐν δ᾽ dpa τοῖσι ---- 

ο 468 οἱ μὲν ἄρ᾽ ἐς θῶκον πρόμολον δήμοιό τε φῆμιν ---. 
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Hym. Apoll. 345 οὔτε wor ἐς θῶκον πολυδαίδαλον, ὡς τὸ πάρος 
περ —. 

It appears to me that we may fairly draw the inference that 

θόωκος is a false archaism, formed by ‘ διέκτασιυς ᾽ from θῶκος, just 

as we have ὁρόω, ὁράᾳς owing to the influence of the everyday 

ὁρῶ, ὁρᾷς. 

When we come to consider the meaning, the case against 
θόωκος here is still stronger. In all the other passages, even in 
p 318, the word means ‘sitting-place’, ‘seat’. The other 
meaning ‘ session’ is only required here, and could not without 
some violence be introduced elsewhere. 

We are now in this difficulty. We have very fair ground for 
doubting the genuine character of the ending of this line, β 26, 
but unless some other passage of the Homeric poems can be found 
to render assistance, we have no means of determining what the 
original was that the later Greeks deliberately chose to abandon 
in favour of this bastard, θόωκος. 

I suggest that the difficulty is solved by ¢ 112 :— 

τοῖσιν δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ ἀγοραὶ βουληφόροι οὔτε θέμαιστες ---. 
and that the original expression in 8 26 was :— 

οὔτε ποθ᾽ ἡμετέρη γ᾽ ἀγορὴ yéver’ οὔτε θέμιστες. 
It is easy to understand that the custodians of the Homeric 
poems, the Greek nation at large, would hardly lift a finger in 
defence of the almost incomprehensible θέμιστες, but would give 
a ready welcome to the easily intelligible @dwxos, which seems 
such a thoroughly Homeric enlargement of the neighbouring 
θῶκος, and when confirmed by » 318 would certainly meet with 
universal approval and applause. 

In support of my suggestion I may also note A 807 :— 

ἷξε θέων Πάτροκλος, iva σφ᾽ ἀγορή τε θέμις τε —. 

For the minor matter of the insertion of γε after ἡμετέρη, 

compare :— 

I 108 οὔ τι καθ᾽ ἡμέτερόν γε νόον. 

M 166 σχήσειν ἡμέτερόν γε μένος καὶ χεῖρας ἀάπτους. 

X 215 ὧδε γὰρ ἡμέτερόν γε νόον τελέεσθαι ὀίω" 
and its use ordinarily with possessive pronouns, when they are 
emphatic, as here. 
β 381] ἐσθλός μοι δοκεῖ εἶναι ὀνήμενος. εἴθε of αὐτῷ 

Ζεὺς ἀγαθὸν τελέσειεν;---- ᾿ 
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For δοκεῖ with the contracted syllable shortened before a 
vowel I have suggested Séar’ (δέαται). See Classical Review, Feb., 
1900, pp. 2-4. 

For αὐτῷ, which is wrongly emphatic here, as the contrast 
could only be between the public interest and the individual 
benefit of Telemachus, the true reading is probably οὕτω, 50 
often found in prayers and invocations like the Latin sic. 
Cf. 9 465 οὕτω viv Ζεὺς θείη, ο 180, p 494 alf οὕτως αὐτόν σι 
βάλοι. Here οὕτω would mean ‘ accordingly ’, οὕτως, ὡς ἐσθλός ἐστι. 
β 451 ἀλλ᾽ ἐμὸν αὐτοῦ χρεῖος, ὅ μοι κακὸν ἔμπεσε οἴκῳ, 

δοιά, τὸ μὲν πατέρ᾽ ἐσθλὸν ἀπώλεσα, ὅς ποτ᾽ ἐν ὑμῖν 
τοίσδεσσιν βασίλενε, πατὴρ δ᾽ ὃς ἥπιος ἦεν" 

νῦν δ᾽ αὖ καὶ πολὺ μεῖζον, ὃ δὴ τάχα οἶκον ἅπαντα 
πάγχυ διαρραίσει, βίοτον δ᾽ ἀπὸ πάμπαν ὀλέσσει. 

In ]. 46 ἀπώλεσεν should be read. The two calamities are 
spoken of as operative agents bringing about the actual results. 
The first caused the loss of his father, says Telemachus, the 
second will soon cause the destruction of his home and all his 
substance. The appearance of ἀπώλεσα is natural enough, but 
it clearly disturbs the regularity and symmetry of the antithesis, 
leaving the tell-tale τὸ μέν entirely in the air. 

B 52] οἱ πατρὸς μὲν [ἐς] οἶκον ἀπερρίγασι νέεσθαι 

Ἰκαρίον, ὥς κ᾽ αὐτὸς ἐεδνώσαιτο θύγατρα, 

δοίη δ᾽ ᾧ κ᾿ ἐθέλοι καί οἱ κεχαρισμένος ἔλθοι. 
The preposition must of course be removed as a metrical necessity 
(Bekker). The change I have to advocate in 1. 53 is a very 
slight one :— 

ὅς K αὑτὸς ἐεδνώσαιτο. 
Inasmuch as in the oldest writing ὦ and o were indistinguish- 
able (Eur. Phoen. 682. Schol. πρὸ ἄρχοντος yap Εὐκλείδου pyre 
τῶν μακρῶν εὑρημένων τοῖς βραχέσιν ἀντὶ μακρῶν ἐχρῶντο τῷ ΕἸ ἀντὶ 
tov Ἡ καὶ τῷ Ο ἀντὶ τοῦ Q), there would be no objection palaeo- 
graphically to this emendation. In ® 127 ὅς xe φάγῃσι Aris- 
tophanes desired to introduce ὥς xe— by no means an improvement. 
From a grammatical point of view the question appears at first 
sight to stand on a similar footing: for either the final conjunc- 
tion or the relative pronoun may be defended as a legitimate and 
recognized usage. For the former v. Monro, H. 6. ὃ 306 (1). 
‘In Final Clauses (after ws, ὅπως, Wa) the Opt. may be used 
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either (a) to indicate that the consequence is not immediate or 
certain (the governing Verb having a present or future meaning), 
or (δ) because the governing Verb is an Opt., or (6) a Secondary 
Tense.’ For the latter v. H. G. § 304 Relative Clauses—Final. 
(τ. (a) (0) ‘The Opt. with xe is especially common after a 
principal Clause of negative meaning (in which case the con- 
sequence is necessarily matter of mere supposition).’ 
It would only be, I take it, an expansion of Dr. Monro’s 
explanation to say that in the supposed case :— 
ὅς K αὑτὸς ἐεδνώσαιτο θύγατρα, 
as in every other instance quoted under the rule, the optative 
with κε virtually stands as the apodosis to a suppressed protasis, 
which might be represented generally by some such words as 
‘in that case’, ‘under such circumstances,’ ‘if that were done’ 
(ei ταῦτα οὕτως ἔχο). The relation existing between the relative 
clause and the principal one may accordingly be one of parataxis 
-—a possibility distinctly contemplated in certain cases, H. G. § 304 
‘Sometimes the Opt. in a Relative Clause is used precisely as in 
an independent sentence’. Elsewhere, it is true (Preface p. xiv 
Ed. 2), Dr. Monro deprecates the too extended employment of 
parataxis to explain the origin of subordinate clauses; but this 
warning applies not so much to simple relative sentences as to 
those introduced by full-fledged conjunctions. Especially in 
regard to conditional sentences with εἰ this form of analysis 
has been pushed to extremes, as far as Homer is concerned, by 
L. Lange, against some of whose conclusions it is time a protest 
was raised. Still within reasonable limits the explanation of 
parataxis is valid, and it would not be treading on untenable 
ground to say that in relative sentences such as the one now 
in question the principle of parataxis is still visibly paramount, 
and therefore the classification of such sentences as Final Clauses 
is at least unnecessary, if not actually objectionable. Nothing 
seems to be gained by such an arrangement, and its abolition, in 
so much as it would be a simplification, would be a welcome 
improvement. This applies also in an equal degree to those 
relative clauses in which we have the subjunctive with κε, 
v. H.G. ὃ 282, where the admission made is worthy of note, 
‘In other instances the notion of End is less distinctly conveyed, 
so that the Subj. need only have the emphatic Future meaning.’ 
al 
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Would it not be preferable to say that in every case the notion 
of End is accidental and separable, not inherent and essential ? 
It is, I think, clearly not desirable that ὅς κέν τοι εἴπῃσι (x 539) 
should be differentiated as non-final from ds κ᾿ εἴποι (A 64) a8 
final, when the former merely conveys a more positive assurance 
than the latter. Teiresias (κ 539) certainly can give the informa- 
tion. Whether Calchas (A 64) can or not, is problematical. If 
this be the only real difference, as I submit it is, it becomes easy 
to see why either form can follow a primary tense. The optative, 
as Dr. Monro points out, is naturally more common after a 
clause of negative meaning, but is by no means precluded from 
following a positive statement e.g. H 231. On the other hand, 
and here we have an important side of the argument, the real 
final clauses, in which we have the optative with ὡς, ὅπως, iva, 
&c., after a verb of present or future meaning, seem to rest on 
a very questionable and insecure basis. All the instances given 
by Dr. Monro, ΗΒ. G. § 306 (a) readily admit, and some loudly 
call for, correction. The first is A 344, where no one believes 
in paxéowro. ‘The next is our present passage B 53. In ᾧ 135 
φήῃ (Kirchhoff) may be read for dain, 2157 φύγωμεν for φύγοιμεν, 
p 250 dAdy (Hermann) for dAdo, ν 402 φανήῃς (Schaefer) for 
φανείης (the former indeed appears in the Oxford Homer, 1896), 
π 297 ἑλώμεθα (Kirchhoff) for ἑλοίμεθα, and lastly ὦ 532 διακριν- 
Gyre (but v. Note ad loc.) for διακρινθεῖτε is suggested in the 
Hom. Gram. and adopted in the Oxford Homer. If these passages, 
as little to be relied upon as Falstaff’s ragged recruits, be all the 
rule can appeal to for support, it does not require much courage 
to bid it begone—oAAa χαίρειν, and if the rule collapse, then 
the vulgate ws loses its support and the emendation here proposed 
becomes fairly certain. 

B65] ἄλλους τ᾽ αἰδέσθητε repixriovas ἀνθρώπους. 

Here the metre imperatively requires that we should read 
the gen. after ἄλλους. The lengthening of the last syllable of 
περικτίονας is not to be thought of for a moment. No doubt the 
genitive is an unusual form of expression, but its use after ἄλλος 
in the singular number is fairly well established. We have :— 

B 331 ἄλλος δ᾽ αὖ εἴπεσκε νέων ὑπερηνορεόντων᾽ = 401. 

θ 241 ὄφρα καὶ ἄλλῳ 

εἴπῃς ἡρώων. 
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Ἐξ 244 ἄλλον μέν κεν ἐγώ ye θεῶν αἰειγενετάων. ᾿ 

vy 205 ἐγὼ δέ κεν ἄλλον ὑπερμενέων βασιλήων ----- v 222. 

Β 231 ἄλλος ᾿Αχαιῶν. 1301 ὁ δ᾽ ᾿Αχαιῶν ἄλλον ἑλέσθω. 

The case must naturally be a rare one, in which, as here, 
a plurality of persons, who are yet a portion of a larger whole, 
has to be dealt with. The usage of érepos, however, affords a fair 
illustration. In v 132 we have ; 
ἐμπλήγδην ἕτερόν γε τίει μερόπων ἀνθρώπων 
but also in the contingency just described Y 210 :-- 
τῶν δὴ νῦν ἕτεροί ye φίλον παῖδα κλαύσονται ---. 
We may accordingly read here without much hesitation :— .. 
ἄλλους τ᾽ αἰδέσθητε περικτιόνων ἀνθρώπων. 
β 81 τῶν μ᾽ ἀποτινύμενοι κακὰ ῥέζετε Svopevéovres,— 

The gen. τῶν is contrary to the usage of Homer, if we may 

judge from the following :-— 

A118 ἀλλ᾽ Fro: κείνων ye Bias ἀποτίσεαι ἐλθών" 

π 255 μὴ πολύπικρα καὶ αἰνὰ Bias ἀποτίσεαι ἐλθών. 
The original reading was almost certainly not τῶν but τῶ, hac de 
causa, ideo. v. ν 331 and passim. See Note on y 206. How 
any one can suppose that Π 398 πολέων ἀπετίνυτο row is any 
justification for τών here, is incomprehensible, πολέων being 
evidently the objective gen. after ποιγήν. 
β 77} τόφρα γὰρ dy κατὰ ἄστυ ποτιπτυσσοίμεθα μύθῳ 

χρήματ᾽ ἀπαιτίζοντες, ἕως κ᾿ ἀπὸ πάντα δοθείη" 

A most inopportune time for using a plural of dignity, when 
the speaker was contemplating the plan of sueing in forma 
pauperis (αἰτίζω) for compensation. But the really insuperable 
objection to the plural is the quantity given to ἕως in l. 78, which 
nowhere else in Homer has the iambic scansion. There are minor 
objections to these lines as they stand, the use of dy for xe(v) and 
the occurrence of xe with éws (eos) δοθείη, which is unique; but’ 
evidently the main hope of being able to recover the original form 
lies in the crucial point that the plural ἀπαιτίζοντες is untenable. 

Accordingly van Leeuwen and da Costa read 

ἀπαιτίζονθ᾽, Hos 
explaining that Telemachus is speaking of himself and his 
mother, and so the dual is properly applicable, v. also Monro, 
H. G. § 173. : 
Surely this is quite impossible. If Telemachus had been a bo 
, 42 
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of tender age it might be conceivable that his mother acting for 
him should play such a part, but now that he is capable of 
acting for himself and is acting for himself, the supposition is 
extravagant. The character of the heroic age and the character 
of Telemachus himself are both against it. He is tenacious of 
his rights, now that he has acquired them by age, even against 
his mother. So far from being likely to allow his mother to 
share in this public petition, this μύθῳ, he has already specifically 
declared of any μῦθος, a 358 :-— 
μῦθος δ᾽ ἄνδρεσσι μελήσει 

πᾶσι, μάλιστα δ᾽ ἐμοί. 

Observe how, throughout this speech to the assembly, he con- 
tinually insists on the wrong to himself. There seems to be, 
as the saying is, a capital I in nearly every line. In making 
the present supposition he begins—épot δέ xe κέρδιον efy—and he 
ends viv δέ μοι ἀπρήκτους ὀδύνας ἐμβάλλετε θυμῷ. 

I cannot therefore believe that Telemachus was made by the 
poet to use ἀπαιτίζοντε, because he contemplated having the 
assistance of his mother in importuning his fellow-countrymen. 
Still I believe that the emendation, paradoxical as it may 
seem, is accidentally correct, and that we undoubtedly ought 
to read 

τόφρα yap ἂν κατὰ ἄστυ ποτιπτυσσοίμεθα μύθῳ 

χρήματ᾽ ἀπαιτίζονθ᾽ ἧός κ᾿ ἀπὸ πάντα δοθείη. 
τόφρα δέ κεν is probably better than τόφρα γὰρ ἄν; but this is of 
very little importance. What is really necessary is that we 
should understand dza:ri{ov to represent not ἀπαιτίζοντε but 
ἀπαιτίζοντι agreeing with μύθῳ. The elision of the . of the dat. 
is the stumbling-block once more. 

‘For so long 1 would accost you all over the town with 
a petition begging back my property till all should be paid,’ 
cf. ὃ 647. 

There is a sort of personification of the μῦθος. That is all. 
The μῦθος does the begging and everybody’s self-respect is saved. 
The petition of the Greeks to Achilles in the Iliad is spoken 
of much in the same way :— 

I 522 — τῶν μὴ ov ye μῦθον ἐλέγξῃς —. 
Cf. also I 62, and the well-known personification of the Λιταί, 
I 502 κιτιλ., ὦ 465 (Note). 


24 


BOOK II B 77-127 


If to some this treatment of the μῦθος as almost a personality 
does not seem convincing, it would be quite possible and in full 
accord with Homeric usage to punctuate thus :— 

roppa yap ἂν xara ἄστυ ποτιπτυσσοίμεθα μύθῳ, 

χρηματ᾽ ἀπαιτίζονθ᾽ Hos κ᾿ ἀπὸ πάντα δοθείη. 
‘till to me begging back my goods all should be returned.’ 
The emphatic displacement of χρήματ᾽ ἀπαιτίζοντι is comparable 
with μ 49, and other passages quoted in the Note on μ 185. 
B 3127] ἡμεῖς δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ ἐπὶ ἔργα πάρος γ᾽ ἵμεν οὔτε πη ἄλλῃ, 

πρίν γ᾽ αὐτὴν γήμασθαι ᾿Αχαιῶν ᾧ κ᾿ ἐθέλῃσιν. 
The legitimacy of the use οὗ αὐτήν, or of any other case of 
αὐτός, a8 an ordinary pronoun of the third person is a moot 
point in Homer. In this very speech of Antinous αὐτῇ, ‘ herself,’ 
occurs twice (114, 125) in emphatic contrast with πατήρ in the 
first instance, with σοί ye in the second. So strongly is the 
necessity for some such emphasis instinctively felt, that many 
scholars are not satisfied to translate here, ‘before she marry,’ 
but would render, ‘ before she herself marry,’ ‘she for her part,’ 
in contrast with the preceding ἡμεῖς (Ameis-Hentze), Nothing 
could be more absurdly and frigidly forced. Yet it seems a 
strong measure in default of MSS. support, which is entirely 
lacking, to pronounce αὐτήν a modernization and to propound 
as the original reading :— 

πρίν γέ é τῷ γήμασθαι ᾿Αχαιῶν ᾧ κ᾿ ἐθέλῃσιν. 
Neither would I adventure to do so with any confidence except 
for the revelation made in a later book, where these lines recur 
in a direct address to Penelope. There the pronoun being neces- 
sarily of the second person, it was impossible for the most 
enterprising improver to foist in αὐτήν. The passage is :— 

σ 288 ἡμεῖς δ᾽ ovr ἐπὶ ἔργα πάρος γ᾽ ἵμεν οὔτε πη ἄλλῃ, 

πρίν γέ σε τῷ γήμασθαι ᾿Αχαιῶν ὅς τις ἄριστος. 
So far from believing with Kirchhoff that either of these couplets 
is not genuine, I think we may feel sure that the expression 
τῷ ---Αχαιῶν, being of an archaic and obsolete cast, has been 
the origin of the trouble and that the later Greeks were very 
glad to be able to eliminate τῴ from β 128 at least in favour 
of the familiar αὐτήν. For further assurance let me bring forward 
two other passages, in which a precisely similar use of τῷ has 
been so unfavourably regarded that another word, simple and 
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inoffensive in itself, but involving a bad hiatus, has displaced 
it. The passages in question are :— 
276 4 ἤδη dp ἕπηται ᾿Αχαιῶν ὅς τις ἄριστος 
τ 518 ἢ ἤδη ἅμ᾽ ἕπωμαι ᾿Αχαιῶν ὅς τις ἄριστος. 
In both places read τῷ instead of ἅμα. 
It might seem possible to set up a defence for the hiatus after 
ἤδη by adducing the parallel of :— 
Π 438 7 ἤδη ὑπὸ χερσὶ Μενοιτιάδαο δαμάσσω. 
But in this case also there is no reason why we should not 
remedy the defect with a tolerable degree of certainty after 
comparing :— 
Z 368 ἦὖ ἤδη μ᾽ ὑπὸ χερσὶ θεοὶ δαμόωσιν ᾿Αχαιῶν, 
by restoring the original thus :— 
ἢ ἤδη F ὑπὸ χερσὶ Μενοιτιάδαο δαμάσσω. 
Compare also A 179 :- 
ἢ ἤδη μιν ἔγημεν ᾿Αχαιῶν ὅς τις ἄριστος. 
This position of the enclitic is remarked on in the Note on 
α 37: : 
Β 4037 χρήματα δ᾽ αὖτε κακῶς βεβρώσεται, οὐδέ ποτ᾽ ἴσα 
ἔσσεται, ὄφρα κεν x.T.X. 
The difficulty here is in the clause οὐδέ wor ἶσα ἔσσεται, ‘nor 
shall he ever have compensation’ or ‘fair treatment’. The 
meaning given to ἶσα may possibly pass without serious objec- 
tion, the neuter plural being used to express the abstract 
condition or state of ‘equality’: but it is clear that the 
omission of the f from ἶσα cannot be ancient. If the poet had 
desired to use either ficos or éficos here, he could have done 
so without the slightest difficulty by saying οὐδ᾽ dpa ἶσα or 
οὐδέ τι loa or even οὐδ᾽ ἔτι ἶσα. None of these, however, is at 
all likely to have been changed into οὐδέ wor toa. If then 
Homer did not use either of the above expressions, which are 
metrically correct, and moreover could not have given us the 
unmetrical vulgate, from what original can this οὐδέ ror ἶσα 
have been derived? Cauer has almost hit the truth by sug- 
gesting οὐδ᾽ ἀποτῖσαι with a very close adherence to the letters 
of the tradition. The meaning, however, 80 attained is not quite 
satisfactory. If we could translate the sentence thus, ‘there 
shall be no paying-back,’ we might acquiesce in the emendation. 
But I venture to maintain that the only correct rendering of 
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οὐδ᾽ ἀποτῖσαι ἔσσεται would be ‘it will not be possible to pay 
back’. This is apparent from every parallel passage that can 
be quoted from Homer to illustrate the use of the impersonal ἔστι 
with an infinitive. I adduce no examples. Less than all would 
be useless: all would involve too large a demand on the reader’s 
patience. 

Now after refusing to accept as satisfactory this gratuitous 
confession of impecuniosity or at any rate of inability to pay, 
which Cauer has introduced and Mr. Platt has welcomed in the 
Cambridge Homer, it is only fair that I should indicate what 
seems to me a better way. It is this :— 

χρήματα δ᾽ αὖτε κακῶς βεβρώσεται, οὐδ᾽ ἀπότιτα 

ἔσσεται, ὄφρα κεν K.t.X. 
‘ But (so far from heeding your warnings) his substance shall be 
eaten despitefully, nor shall it be paid for, as long as, &c.’ 

Here ἀπότιτα with the long penultimate supplies, as ἀποτῖσαι 
does not, an obvious and adequate reason for the corruption. 
In general this verbal adj. has the penultimate short, e.g. β 144 
παλίντιτα, N 414 dreros. At the same time the long quantity 
is sufficiently defended by BH 484 δηρὸν driros &. So we have 
dvovréros (A 540), but dvournri (X 371). 

As may be seen from the version above, I have taken ἀπότιτα 
in the way Eustathius, I fear, erroneously wished to take ἶσα, as 
an adjective agreeing with χρήματα. This seems to me a material 
simplification. At the same time, if we are so disposed, it is 
obviously quite possible, in fact more easily possible than with 
the traditional ἶσα, to take the adjective substantivally, since 
the analogy between ἀπότιτα and the parallels εὐκτά (EZ 98), 
φυκτά (6 299, Π 128) and ἀνεκτά (v 223) is really closer than 
before. ‘There shall be no repayment’ is therefore open as 
a valid rendering. 

I have not thought it necessary to discuss other remedies 
that have been suggested, such as Bekker’s or rather Bentley’s 
αἶσα, accepted by Nauck, or Fick’s adventurous novelty, the noun, 
if it be a noun, ἀποτείσα. 

B 204] ὄφρα κεν ἥ γε διατρίβῃσιν ᾿Αχαιοὺς 
ὃν γάμον' ἡμεῖς δ᾽ αὖ ποτιδέγμενοι ἥματα πάντα 
εἵνεκα τῆς ἀρετῆς ἐριδαίνομεν, οὐδὲ μετ᾽ ἄλλας 
ἐρχόμεθ᾽, ἃς ἐπιεικὲς ὀπνυιέμεν ἐστὶν ἑκάστῳ. 
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We are told that Aristophanes doubted 1. 206 because of τῆς 
ἀρετῆς Which he called ‘a modern expression’, νεωτερικὸν Gvopa. 
Aristarchus replied that τῆς was a pronoun here, as indeed it is, 
@ personal pronoun, ‘of her.’ There is no need to read ἧς or 
é7s with Bentley, van Herwerden and the Cambridge Homer. 
Still, when we consider the fact that in Homer the pronoun of 
the third person is usually 6 ye, 7 ye, τό ye, &c., rather than ὁ, 
ἡ, τό, &c., it is not unlikely that the original reading here 
was :— 

εἵνεκα τῆς y ἀρετῆς —. (Cf. B 109.) 

Afterwards the ye could not be tolerated for a moment; but the 
idea that it once stood here with the substantival τῆς receives 
support from the fact that not only here but in the only other 
similar instance of this use the following noun begins with a 
vowel :— 

1 133 μή ποτε τῆς εὐνῆς ἐπιβήμεναι ἠδὲ μιγῆναι, (= I 275, T 176). 
By reading τῆς y in these four passages we maintain an 
archaic usage and at the same time remove all possibility of 
ambiguity. 

Now if Aristophanes rejected 1. 206, he must also, as 
Didymus saw, have extended his condemnation to ll. 205 and 
207. πιθανὸν δὲ συναθετεῖν αὐτῷ καὶ τὸν πρὸ αὐτοῦ καὶ τὸν per 
αὐτόν. This is done by van Leeuwen and da Costa in their 
edition (1897), but they credit Aristophanes with another reason 
for the rejection ‘ob duplicem accusativum verbo διατρίβειν 
additum’. Whether Aristophanes urged this objection I cannot 
say; but it is undoubtedly a sound one. No explanation of 
διατρίβῃσιν ᾿Αχαιοὺς ὃν γάμον is, or is likely to be, at all 
satisfactory. ὃν γάμον bears no resemblance to ‘ the acc. of nearer 
definition’, τὸν βάλε κνήμην, &c. Neither is there sufficient, or 
indeed any, resemblance between διατρίβειν and ἀφαιρεῖν to justify 
the former borrowing the construction of the latter. The fact of 
the matter is that ὃν γάμον is totally impossible here, because 
when rightly translated it makes absolute nonsense, ‘during her 
marriage.’ In all probability ὃν γάμον has been imported, so far 
as its case, its grammatical case I mean, is concerned directly 
from v 341 :— 

οὗ τι διατρίβω μητρὸς γάμον, ἀλλὰ κελεύω 
γήμασθ᾽ ᾧ κ' ἐθέλῃ, 
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where it is simple and natural. In our passage what is required 
is clearly enough the genitive, thus :— 
ὄφρα κεν 7 ye SuarpiByow ᾿Αχαιοὺς 
οὗ γάμον' 
In οὗ γάμου we have a regular ablatival genitive, v. Monro, Η. G. 
§ 152. διατρίβω means to delay, to hinder, ἀναβάλλεσθαι, κωλύειν, 
as it is explained in the Schol., and naturally takes the common 
construction of παύω: Ἕκτορα δῖον ἔπαυσε μάχης (O 15) or, to 
take analogous verbs, παιδὸς ἐέργῃ μυῖαν (A 131), Τρῶας ἄμυνε νεῶν, 
ἔσχοντο μάχης. In fact we have this ablatival genitive with 
διατρίβω in this same book a little further on :— 
β 404 ἀλλ᾽ ἴομεν, μὴ δηθὰ διατρίβωμεν ὁδοῖο. 
where ὁδοῖο is not locative, as is sometimes stated, for they had 
not commenced the journey, neither is it partitive, as y 476 may 
be, but clearly privative or ablatival :— 
‘Come, let us go, that we may not stay them long from their 
voyage.” Compare also ὃ 380, a 195. 
B 325] 4 μάλα Τηλέμαχος φόνον ἡμῖν μερμηρίζει. 
ἡ τινας ἐκ Πύλου ἄξει ἀμύντορας ἡμαθόεντος 
ἢ ὅ γε καὶ Σπάρτηθεν, ἐπεί νύ περ ἵεται αἰνῶς" 
It is evident that rep is a corruption here. Read ἐπεὶ τόο, 
Viz. φονεύειν ἡμᾶς. The pronoun can hardly be omitted without 
as much detriment to the sense as περ inflicts on the metre. 
B 3587 μήτηρ εἰς ὑπερῷ ἀναβῇ κοίτου τε μέδηται. 
Neither ὑπερῷ for ὑπερώι᾽ nor ἀναβῇ for ἀναβήῃ can be 
regarded as satisfactory epic forms. Perhaps originally :— 
μήτηρ és θάλαμον βήῃ κοίτον re μέδηται 
The only other occurrence of ὑπερῷ is in the stock phrase :— 
ἐς δ᾽ ὑπερῷ᾽ ἀναβᾶσα (εἰς ὑπερῷ 
(a 362, ὃ 151, &c.), where, though θάλαμόνδ᾽ might serve, a more 
probable restoration is és δ᾽ ὑπερώια Baca. Elsewhere the forms 
in use are ὑπερώια, ὑπερώιον, ὑπερωίῳ and ὑπερωιόθεν (ὑπερωιόο). 
β 3617] οἱ δέ τοι αὐτίκ᾽ ἰόντι κακὰ φράσσονται ὀπίσσω, 
ὥς κε δόλῳ φθῴςς, τάδε δ᾽ αὐτοὶ πάντα δάσονται. 
I propose here to read :— 
ds xe δόλῳ POieat, 
The process of corruption I conceive to have been this. First the 
form φθίεαι, which would hardly convey to the Greek mind in later 
times the idea of a subjunctive mood at all, though it is clearly 
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the 2 aor. subj. midd. (from ἐφθίμην) as may be seen from :— 
Y 173 ἦν τινα πέφνῃ (Leg. εἴ τινα) 
ἀνδρῶν, ἢ αὐτὸς φθίεται πρώτῳ ἐν ὁμίλῳφ' 
Ἐς 8ὴ ἀργαλέους πολέμους, ὄφρα φθιόμεσθα ἕκαστος" 
this φθίεαι, I say, would naturally and almost inevitably become 
φθίῃ. Indeed in our textus receptus, wherever the termination 
-caz does not form the end of a dactyl in itself, we generally 
find -ῃ substituted, e.g. τ 254, Β 365,Q 434, &c. From $6iy 
the development of φθίῃς is not a very extraordinary one, even if 
no account could be given of the origin of the parasitic sigma. 
Now the use of the present φθίω in Homer reste solely on this 
passage and on the equally doubtful imperfect ἔφθιεν in :— 
Σ 446 ἢ τοι ὁ τῆς ἀχέων φρένας ἔφθιεν" 
where either a transitive or an intransitive use is admissible. 
It is to the influence of this ἔφθιεν that the final ς of our φθέῃς 
here may be traced. The Greeks sympathetically wished to 
give ἔφθιεν the comfort of a partner in misfortune. But ἔσθιεν 
(Blass) removes all difficulty. Elsewhere for the present φθίνω is 
used. On such a weak foundation as this an intransitive use 
of φθίω can hardly be based with any assured confidence. 
Dr. Monro, who suggested φθίης as an optative in the first edition 
of his Homeric Grammar § 285 (2), has not repeated the proposal 
in the second, v. on βἰ 54 f. ad fin. 
B 403] = jar’ ἐπήρετμοι, τὴν σὴν ποτἰδέγμενοι ὁρμήν. 
One letter saves the situation, thus :— 
δὴν σὴν ποτιδέγμενα ὁρμήν [cf. ν 189]. 
β 4307 δησάμενοι δ᾽ ἄρα ὅπλα θοὴν ἀνὰ νῆα μέλαιναν ---. 

To remedy the harsh hiatus, which could only be defended 
on the broad breezy ground that hiatus is permissible any- 
where in Homer, πάντα might be suggested instead of ὅπλα. 
Naturally πάντα would soon attract as a marginal explanation or 
gloss ὅπλα, and that ultimately the adscript noun should usurp 
the place of the mere adjective, when the sense of epic metre was 
becoming less keen in the Greek mind, need not be wondered at. 

This view of the case, though hardly convincing, appears to me 
far more likely than to suppose that here only ὅπλα still retained 
some trace of its very archaic initial sigma. 

It might be suggested further that what the crew make fast 
here is not to be limited to what is described by ὅπλων in 1. 423, 
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the mast and sails with the ropes appertaining. They would 
secure everything on the decks that was movable, especially the 
oars, as is proved by 6 37 :— 
δησάμενοι δ᾽ ἐὺ πάντες ἐπὶ κληῖσιν ἐρετμὰ —. 

Before they would feel at liberty to refresh themselves, they must 
make the ship and its equipment as trim and safe as if they were 
temporally quitting the vessel altogether. Thackeray’s poem 
‘The White Squall’ will reveal the barometrical reason for taking 
such precautions. 

Still it is impossible to deny that other remedies of the 
distressed metre are open. If we may disregard dpa — and its 
frequent intrusion in the received text is a patent fact—some- 
thing might be said in favour of δ᾽ εὖ before ὅπλα. Cf. B 253, 
E162, Π 191, Q 269. Or again δὲ τοὶ (δ᾽ dp of) seems quite 
admissible here. All that we can be fairly sure of is that the 
traditional reading is erroneous. 
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y 64] δῶκε δὲ Τηλεμάχῳ καλὸν δέπας ἀμφικύπελλον. 
ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως ἠρᾶτο ᾿Οδυσσῆος φίλος υἱός. 
The second line may have stood thus in the original text :-— 
bs δ᾽ αὕτως ἠρᾶτο ὅ ye, ᾿Οδυσσῆος φίλος vids. | 
This might easily become ἡρᾶτό γ᾽ instead of ἠρᾶθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽; and then 
the γ᾽ would necessarily be abandoned as worse than useless. 
Read :— 
ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως ἠρᾶθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽, ‘Odvacjos φίλος vids. 
Cf. ζ 109, &c., A 52 (Note). 
y 115-6] See Note on y 317 ff. 
y 122] el ἐτεόν γε 
κείνου ἔκγονός ἐσσι 

To write xefvoe here is not permissible, v. o 425 (Note), η 67 
(Note ad fin.). There seem to be two alternatives: either xeivod 
γ᾽ (cf. 8 274), to which the preceding ye is adverse, or ἐκ xeivov 
γόνος may be read. The variant ἔγγονος rather suggests that the 
y is the right remedy, having been allowed to amalgamate with 
the noun following. See also Note on ζ 151. 
Y 130] αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ Πριάμοιο πόλιν διεπέρσαμεν αἰπήν —. 

Here δῃὰν 316, where the line is repeated, the bastard form 
αἰτήν should be removed in favour of αἰπύν, which indeed in the 
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latter passage has the authority of two MSS. to support its claim. 
See Note on θ 64. 
Y 140] μῦθον μυθείσθην, τοῦ εἵνεκα λαὸν ἄγειραν 

This line should be removed as an interpolation. The dual 
τὼ δὲ καλεσσαμένω then becomes an ordinary instance of a dual 
nom. which is afterwards divided into its component parts. The 
division is not made with absolute grammatical accuracy after- 
wards, nor is it in other instances, as Καὶ 224 σύν τε δύ᾽ ἐρχομένω. 
w 483 ὅρκια πιστὰ ταμόντες. μ 73 οἱ δὲ δύω σκόπελοι. 

The line, I submit, does not mean ‘told the people why they 
had called them together’, as is sometimes supposed, but 
‘delivered the harangues for the sake of which they had called 
the assembly’. Each of the two made the statement of policy 
which he wanted to lay before the people. 

It seems probable also that the interpolator, misapplying 
l, 138:— 

μάψ, ἀτὰρ ob κατὰ κόσμον, ἐς ἤέλιον καταδύντα ---- 
intended to represent Agamemnon and Menelaus as maintaining 
a disorderly wrangle from morning till night. 
Ὑ 145] ὡς τὸν ᾿Αθηναίης δεινὸν χόλον ἐξακέσαιτο, 
175] τέμνειν, ὄφρα τάχιστα ὑπὲκ κακότητα φύγοιμεν. 

The reason for the juxtaposition of these entirely unconnected 
lines will soon be made apparent. In I. 145 it is impossible to 
suppose that τόν is anything other than the regular Attic article 
of definition. If so, it is certainly not Homeric. The remedy 
fortunately is, I venture to say, hardly doubtful :— 

ὥς κεν ᾿Αθηναίης δεινὸν χόλον ἐξακέσαιτο, 
This seems sufficiently indicated by :— 

6 21 ὥς κεν Φαιήκεσσι φίλος πάντεσσι γένοιτο, 

w 83 ds κεν τηλεφανὴς ἐκ ποντόφιν ἀνδράσιν εἴη. 
Similarly of course there are several instances of ws ἄν with the 
optative :— 

0 538 ἐξ ἐμεῦ, ὡς ἄν ris σε συναντόμενος paxapl{o. (=p 165, 

τ 311) 

ρ 362 ὥὦτρυν᾽, ὡς ἂν πύρνα κατὰ μνηστῆρας ἀγείροι, 

T 331 ὡς ἂν μοι τὸν παῖδα---ἐξαγάγοις---δείξειας ----. 

But ds κεν (dv) with the opt. really needs no array of passages: it 

is no more anomalous after a historic tense (v. on 8 52 ff.) than 

as κεν (dv) with the subj. after a primary one. In the instance 
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last quoted, one indeed of doubtful antiquity, the original was 
perhaps :— ; 

ὅππως κέν (dy) μοι παῖδα, 
but in any case the rather subtle defence of the article there, 
suggested by Dr. Monro, H. G. § 261, 3 (a) is not applivanis to 
the present passage, y 145. 

Again in ]. 175 I should hope few would deliberately refuse 
to entertain on the dubious ground of hiatus licitus a similar 
insertion of the particle xe, though in this case my proposal 
involves something more considerable in the way of change than 
the mere addition of the monosyllable :-— 

τεμνέμεν, ὄφρα xe θᾶσσον ὑπὲκ κακότητα φύγοιμεν. 

It is not difficult to imagine the later Greeks abandoning κε 
θᾶσσον in favour of the more familiar and emphatic τάχιστα, but 
not vice versa. Therefore the utmost confidence may be felt in 
the genuineness of :— 

M 25 be δ᾽ dpa Ζεὺς 

συνεχές, ὄφρα κε θᾶσσον ἁλίπλοα τείχεα Gein. 

Z 143 ἄσσον ἴθ᾽, ὧς κεν θᾶσσον ὀλέθρον πείραθ' ἵκηαι. 

(ΞΞΥ 429) 

B 440 ἴομεν, ὄφρα κε θᾶσσον ἐγείρομεν ὀξὺν “Apya. 

I will not attempt to conceal the opinion I entertain in 
respect of this substitution, that the abolition of the hiatus here is 
a strong point in favour of my proposed reading. Furthermore 
it is worth noticing that our line, y 175, supplies the solitary 
instance in Homer of hiatus after (ὄφρα) τάχιστα, a small matter 
perhaps, but φωνᾶεν συνετοῖσιν. Compare also w 532 (Note), where 
again τάχιστα has displaced an original θᾶσσον. 

y 206] τίσασθαι μνηστῆρας ὑπερβασίης ἀλεγεινῆς ---. 

The genitive here is in conflict with the regular usage of this 
verb as exhibited in Homer. We have more than a dozen 
passages in which, as here, the person or persons punished are in 
the accusative. There is no occasion to quote these passages. 
We have also a fair list of places where the accusative is used to 
express the offence for which the punishment is inflicted :— 


T 208 ἐπεὶ τιυσαίμεθα λώβην. (Vulg. ἐπήν) 
Β 356 = §90 τίσασθαι δ' Ἑλένης ὁρμήματά τε στοναχάς τε. 

ω 470 φῆ δ᾽ ὅ γε τίσεσθαι παιδὸς φόνον, 

O 116 τίσασθαι φόγον vios —, 
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ἐν 9. ᾿ al γὰρ δή, Εὔμαιε, θεοὶ τισαίατο Ad Byv, 
y 31, ὄφρ᾽ ἀνδρῶν τίσαιτο βίην ὑπερηνορεόντων. 


We should accordingly be maintaining a well-established and 
unquestionable usage by reading in our passage :— 
7 τίσασθαι μνηστῆρας ὑπερβασίην ἀλεγεινήν 
as also in its fellow offender, for here too the false construction 
is in duplicate (v. on 8 26), Γ 366 :— 
ἦ τ᾽ ἐφάμην τίσασθαι ᾿Αλέξανδρον κακότητος 
we ought to accept the correction 
ἢ τ᾽ ἐφάμην τίσασθαι ᾿Αλέξανδρον κακότητα. 
Unfortunately in neither of these lines did the acc. receive 
any protection from the metre; but fortunately there is still 
intact an example of the two accusatives, that of the offender and 
that of the offence, used together, where the metre has been of 
service : 
0 235 ἀλλ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἔκφυγε κῆρα καὶ ἤλασε βοῦς ἐριμύκους 
ἐς Πύλον ἐκ Φυλάκης καὶ ἐτίσατο ἔργον ἀεικὲς 
ἀντίθεον Νηλῆα, κασιγνήτῳ δὲ γυναῖκα 
ἠγάγετο πρὸς δώμαθ'. : 
This should be conclusive, especially when we consider that ἀπο- 
τίσομαι, ἀπετισάμην exhibit like accusatives. Of the offenders :— 
ς« 24 ds ἦὖ τοι κείνους Ὀδυσεὺς ἀποτίσεται ἐλθών = w 480 
ν 386 ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε μῆτιν ὕφηνον ὅπως ἀποτίσομαι avrovss (Leg. 
ἄνδρας) 
Of the offence :---- 
A118 ἀλλ᾽ F τοι κείνων ye Bias ἀποτίσεαι ἐλθών" 
π 255 μὴ πολύπικρα καὶ αἰνὰ βίας ἀποτίσεαι ἐλθών. 
ρ 5840 αἶψά κε σὺν ᾧ παιδὶ βίας ἀποτίσεται ἀνδρῶν" 
y 216 τίς δ᾽ οἶδ᾽, εἴ κέ ποτέ σφι βίας ἀποτίσεται ἐλθών. 
Even in Theognis 205, where the old reading was ἀμπλακίης 
Bergk rightly has the acc. plur. ἀμπλακίας :— 
οὐ yap ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῦ 
τίνονται μάκαρες πρήγματος ἀμπλακίας. 
The usage of τίψυμαι also coincides, v. [ 279, T 260 on the one 
hand, w 326 on the other. There is, however, a ray of support 
for the genitive afforded by Δ 73 :— 
τῶν μ᾽ ἀποτινύμενοι κακὰ ῥέζετε δυσμενέοντες 
τούτους ἀτρύνοντες. 
But it is easy to see that this τῶν itself represents an original τῶ, 
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propterea, quae cum ita sint, hac de causa, v. B 254 τῶ νῦν... 
Hoa. ὀνειδίζων. Z 224, π 121 :— 
τῶ νῦν δυσμενέες μάλα μυρίοι εἴσ᾽ ἑνὶ οἴκῳ. 
Ο 138, Β 296, 0 226, ρ 546, x 416, ἡ 25, θ 233 and elsewhere. 
In later Greek the genitive with τίσασθαι may be found, Hdt. iv. 
118. 

| I will add that Liddell and Scott’s Lexicon is in error in 
stating that rivw, to pay, takes a gen. of the thing for which one 
pays. In the example given from Homer :— 

μ 382 εἰ δέ μοι οὐ τίσουσι βοῶν ἐπιεικέ᾽ ἀμοιβήν 
clearly βοῶν depends on ἀμοιβήν and has nothing to do directly 
with τίσουσι. So in the passage from Herodotus, vii. 134, the 
genitive belongs to wowy just as in y 312 we have ποινὴν 
ἰφθίμων ἑτάρων; Aesch. Prom. 112 is precisely the same. The 
remaining instance, Hdt. iii. 14, is merely an unfortunate slip, as 
a reference to the passage will show at once. Tivw takes an acc. 
of the penalty and an acc. of the offence. 
Ὑ 231] ῥεῖα θεός γ᾽ ἐθέλων καὶ τηλόθεν ἄνδρα σαώσαι. 

βουλοίμην δ᾽ ἂν ἐγώ γε καὶ ἄλγεα πολλὰ μογήσας 

οἴκαδέ τ᾽ ἐλθέμεναι καὶ νόστιμον ἦμαρ ἰδέσθαι. 
The omission of xe in 231 is remarkable. It duly appears in the 
only other passage which conveys a similar assertion of the 
potency of divine intervention :— 

δ 753 7 γάρ κέν μιν ἔπειτα καὶ ἐκ θανάτοιο σαώσαι. 

Hence Naber would read θεός κ᾿ ἐθέλων not without some 
authority of MSS. Nauck evades rather than solves the difficulty 
by changing σαώσαι into cawoe; for even if the optative is not 
assured by ὃ 753, there can be little doubt of its correctness, 
when we add the comparison of :— 

K 656 ῥεῖα θεός γ᾽ ἐθέλων καὶ ἀμείνονας ἠέ περ οἷδε 
ἵππους δωρήσαιτ᾽, ἐπεὶ ἢ πολὺ φέρτεροί εἶσιν. 

Neither of these methods then gives an entirely satisfactory 
result. It seems to me that the traditional reading may 
in both cases be derived with greater probability from an 
original :— 

ῥέα xe θεός γ᾽ ἐθέλων. 

If this be so, the tenacity with which γ᾽ has held its ground 
is highly creditable to what are called the conservative forces 
always operating to maintain the genuine text. The loss of κε 
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would be due to the objection to keeping except from an insuperable 
necessity the monosyllabic form ῥέα, appearing in five passages 
only, from which indeed it would require some ingenuity to 
effect its removal without making ruin of the sense :— 

M 381 κεῖτο μέγας rap ἔπαλξιν ὑπέρτατος" οὐδέ κέ μιν ῥέα 

Y¥ 101 Tov τείνειεν πολέμου τέλος, οὔ κε μάλα ῥέα 

Ν 144 ῥέα διελεύσεσθαι κλισίας καὶ νῆας ᾿Αχαιῶν 

Υ 263 ῥέα διελεύσεσθαι μεγαλήτορος Αἰνείαο 

Ῥ 461 ῥέα μὲν γὰρ φεύγεσκεν ὑπὲκ Τρώων ὀρυμαγδοῦ 

In N 90, " 285, ῥεῖα μετεισάμενος is clearly ῥέα μεταεισά- 
μενος (Fick, who writes ja). 

There is little cause for surprise that ῥεῖα, which occurs ten 
times to ῥέα once and holds undisputed possession of the Odyssey, 
should have settled down in the convenient place before θεός and 
shouldered out the little xe altogether. Cf. ε 169 ai xe θεοί ye. 
Z 228 ὅν xe θεός ye —. 

The above account of the matter is surely preferable to 
maintaining the legitimacy of the pure optative,as some do. The 
evidence for this usage is scanty, especially as regards affirmative 
sentences. Four only are quoted, y 231, K 556, 247, O 197, Vv. 
Monro, H. G. § 299 (f). The first two are here dealt with, and 
no reliance can possibly be placed on :— 

Ο 197 Ovyardperow γάρ τε καὶ vidou βέλτερον εἴη 
ἐκπάγλοις ἐπέεσσιν ἐνισσέμεν. 

Dr. Leaf suggests γάρ xe doubtfully: but the dative after 
ἐνισσέμεν is not the case required. Read :— 

θυγατέρας μὲν γάρ κε καὶ υἱοὺς βέλτερον εἴη. 
In K 246 perhaps τοῖό γέ xe σπομένοιο κτλ. 

But to return to our passage, I have a suggestion to make 

on the concluding line :— 
οἴκαδέ τ᾽ ἐλθέμεναι καὶ νόστιμον ἦμαρ ἰδέσθαι. 

So it stands giving some countenance to the theory of the 
in-and-out character of the digamma in Homer. It is supposed 
to be present or absent according to circumstances, as the 
speaker may decide, like the Irish members in the first Home 
Rule Bill, 

The original constitution of the line would not, however, 
have allowed any such looseness. Read instead of the vulgate :— 

οἴκαδέ τ᾽ ἐλθέμεναι καὶ νόστιμον ἦμαρ ἀρέσθαι. 
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So also ε 220, θ 466, where the line is repeated. Of course 
© 311 ἵνα νόστιμον ἦμαρ ἴδηαι must follow suit. Probably also 
« 209 and Epigr. VII. 3. We may compare a 5 :— 

ἀρνύμενος ἦν τε ψυχὴν καὶ νόστον ἑταίρων. 

For, as Curtius (Gk. Et.‘ p. 343) points out, ἀρέσθαι 
(ἄρασθαι) is to be referred to ἄρνυμαι, and not with the lexicons 
generally to αἴρω, a word which is not really Homeric at all, 
though it appears once :— 

P 724 Tpwixds, ὡς εἴδοντο νέκυν αἴροντας ᾿Αχαιούς, 
where Brandreth’s ὡς ἔξιδον νέκυν ἀείροντας is probably the original 
reading. 

If further confirmation of the idea that ἀρέσθαι is the true 
original rather than ἰδέσθαι in this collocation be required, it is 
supplied by such an expression as :— 

α9 αὐτὰρ ὁ τοῖσιν ἀφείλετο νόστιμον ἦμαρ. 

Here we have the same line of thought from the opposite 
side. That which Odysseus’ followers fail to win (ἀρέσθαι) is 
said to be taken from them by Eélios. Similarly we find 
ἀπώλεσε νόστιμον ἦμαρ (a 354) and ὥλετο νόστιμον ἦμαρ (a 168, 
p 253). 

Y 235] ὠλεθ᾽ ὑπ᾽ Αἰγίσθοιο δόλῳ καὶ ἧς ἀλόχοιο. 

The view usually taken of the construction here is that ὑπό 
governs the two genitives, Aiyicfow and ἀλόχοιο, while δόλῳ 
stands alone as a modal or instrumental dative. 

With δόλῳ in its present position intermediate between the 
two genitives this construction is undoubtedly harsh. The 
isolation of δόλῳ is too pronounced. It is suggested, however, in 
favour of the accepted view, that it gives an improved rhythm, 
which is not altogether certain, and that ὄλλυσθαι and similar 
verbs are not found with ὑπό with a dat. of the thing (v. 
Ebeling’s Lex. sub ὑπό). These arguments take me by surprise. 
Certainly if the caesura or rhythm be objected to, we must take 
exception to a great many lines which have hitherto escaped 
without criticism in the Homeric poems, such as :— 

A 132 πολλὰ δ᾽ ἐν ᾿Αντιμάχοιο δόμοις κειμήλια κεῖται ----- 

ν 424 ἧσται ἐν ᾿Ατρεΐδαο δόμοις, παρὰ δ᾽ ἄσπετα κεῖται. 

With regard to the second point, it seems to me on the contrary 

that there is comparatively little in Homer of the construction so 

common in later Greek, ὑπό with gen. of the agent, while ὑπό with 
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dat. of the instrument is distinctively Homeric, especially with 
verbs of killing, destroying, &c. With ὄλλυσθαι itself I find— 

II 489 ὥλετό τε στενάχων ὑπὸ γαμφηλῇσι λέοντος. 
Numerous instances are supplied by δαμῆναι, E 653 ἐμῷ ὑπὸ δουρὲ 
δαμέντα. A 444, 749, Π 848, &c., &c., v. Note on M 117 (J. Phil. 
xxiv). 

σ 156 Τηλεμάχου ὑπὸ χερσὶ καὶ ἔγχει ἶφι δαμῆναι. 
Δ 433 ἐμῷ ὑπὸ δουρὶ τυπείςξ. Μ 250, II 861, Σ 92. 
II 708 σῷ ὑπὸ δουρὶ πόλιν πέρθαι Τρώων ἀγερώχων —. 
This touches scarcely more than the fringe of possible illustration ; 
but is sufficient to controvert the ordinary view, and to convince 
any one whose mind is open to conviction that the true rendering 
of our line is :— 
‘He perished beneath the craft of Aegisthus and his own wife.’ 
Cf. O 613 ἤδη yap οἱ ἐπώρννε μόρσιμον ἦμαρ 
Παλλὰς ᾿Αθηναίη ὑπὸ Πηλείδαο βίηφι. 
Ὑ 3255} 7 τοι μὲν τόδε καὐτὸς ὀίεαι, ds κεν ἐτύχθη. 
Some ancient critics wrote here κ᾽ αὐτός, i.e. κε αὐτός; but 
xe must, in spite of Spitzner’s opinion to the contrary, be pro- 
nounced inadmissible. The crasis of καὶ αὐτός, however, is by 
no Means an assured Homeric licence. It is indeed, to say the 
least, very questionable. Hence G. Hermann proposed to read 
here rode γ᾽ αὐτός. But is not τόδε itself objectionable in this 
place? The matter referred to is not one that can readily or 
naturally be regarded as immediately present. It is a speculative 
contingency in the past—what would have happened if Menelaus 
had arrived home earlier than he actually did. If we further 
emphasize this rode by the addition of ye, we only make the 
objection to the word still stronger. To obviate this it would, 
I think, be preferable to delete the last syllable of τόδε and read 
the Homeric, but un-Attic, τό :— 
ἦ τοι μὲν τὸ καὶ αὐτὸς ὀίεαι, ὧς κεν ἐτύχθη. 
There are in our texts but four instances of the crasis of καί 
before αὐτός. The other three are :— 
Z 260 πρῶτον, ἔπειτα δὲ καὐτὸς ὀνήσεαι, al κε πσθα. 
Ν 734 καί τε πολέας ἐσάωσε, μάλιστα δὲ καὐτὸς ἀνέγνω. 
ζ 282 βέλτερον, εἰ καὐτή περ ἐποιχομένη πόσιν εὗρεν [ ἄλλοθεν. 
The first two of these may be briefly dismissed. In Z 260 
x αὐτός (xe αὐτός) would not be out of place, as is generally 
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admitted, v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 377, while in N 734 Hermann’s δέ 
τ᾽ αὐτός is unquestionably better than δέ κ᾽ (xe), which Aristarchus 
with his convenient ‘zepuoods ὁ xev’ doctrine found no difficulty 
in accepting. 

The remaining passage from the Odyssey may be examined 
more at length. Nausicaa is contemplating the possibility of 
one of the baser sort making scandalous and defamatory 
remarks, if Odysseus should be seen entering the city in her . 
company. The fellow is supposed to say: ‘ Who is this tall and 
handsome stranger with her? Where did she find him? Now 
she’ll soon have a husband for herself. Either she has brought 
some vagabond sailor, a deserter from his ship, a man from 
some far country, for we have no near neighbours, or some god 
has descended from heaven in answer to her prayers to make 
her his wife for ever and ever. It is all the better if she herself 
has gone abroad and found a husband, for her Phaeacian suitors 
here on the spot she scorns.’ 

Now we may disregard entirely the traditional athetesis of 
fourteen lines, 275-88 (ἀθετοῦνται στίχοι ιδ΄ Schol. H. Q.): but I 
think a strong case, apart from this question of crasis, may be 
made out for the removal of εἰ καὐτή---ἄλλοθεν as a needless and 
inaccurate later addition, so that ll. 282-3 would stand thus :— 

βέλτερον" ἢ γὰρ τούσδε γ᾽ ἀτιμάζει κατὰ δῆμον 
Φαίηκας, τοί μιν μνῶνται πολέες τε καὶ ἐσθλοί. 

Βέλτερον, ‘tis better so,’ is a clause grammatically complete 
in itself, and refers to what has been already stated, viz. that she 
has either got hold of a deserter from a foreign ship or a god 
straight from Olympus. 

The pointed allusion to the fickleness of the gods in their 
love-affairs is a delicately sarcastic touch. ‘ Whichever alternative 
be the true one, it is better it should be so,’ says the supposed 
Phaeacian scandal-monger. But here the interpolator comes in, 
anxious to tell us what it is that is better so, and oblivious that 
the poet himself has already told us clearly enough. Moreover he 
blunders in giving us the needless information ; for the interpola- 
tion, assuming it to be such, implies that the princess had gone in 
person (αὐτή wep) abroad—to a foreign land—to find a husband, 
an imputation altogether too much at. variance with the facts of 
the case even for a slander. 
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That βέλτερον may be used in this way in reference to a 
previous statement is certain even without such illustrative 
parallels as κάλλιον y 358, θ 543, o 255, τ 128, κέρδιον T 41, 
ἄλγιον ὃ 292, π᾿ 147 and passim. Again, it can hardly be disputed 
that single-line interpolations are often of the same character 
as this one. A probable instance is the much-vexed passage 
8244-5. The excision of 245 would leave ἀργαλέον δέ intelligible. 
See also a 82~3 (Note). Here is one more than usually flagrant :— 

H 351 viv δ᾽ ὅρκια πιστὰ 

ψευσάμενοι μαχόμεσθα' τῶ οὔ νύ τι κέρδιον ἡμῖν 
ἔλπομαι ἐκτελέεσθαι, ἵνα μὴ ῥέξομεν ὧδε. 
The strongest faith in the infallibility of the received text might 
be shaken by the splendid imbecility of the last line. Even 
were the metre as sound as the morality, imagination boggles at 
the poetry. 
γ 260] κείμενον ἐν πεδίῳ ἑκὰς ἄστεος, 

The reading of the majority of the MSS. "Apyeos is almost 
to a certainty an explanatory gloss, though a wrong one, on 
ἄστεος. Obviously, if”Apyeos had obtained from the first, ἄστεος 
would never have come in for any such reason. As it is, “Apyeos 
has almost succeeded in displacing ἄστεος, and probably would 
have done so altogether except that the knowledge that the city 
was Mycenae was never quite lost. 

Still, though ἑκὰς "Apyeos is not the original reading, neither 
is éxas doreos entirely right. The most probable reading of the 
line is :— 

κείμενον ἐν πεδίῳ ἀπὸ ἄστεος. 
Some confirmation of this view may be found in the condition 
of a similar expression in the Iliad, Q 320. Nearly all the MSS. 
give :— 
δεξιὸς ἀΐξας ὑπὲρ ἄστεος. 
The Bankes papyrus, however, shows διὰ ἄστεος, and for δι᾽ ἄστεος 
we have S Cant. Mosc, 2. Vrat. Ὁ. A. Flor. Rom. yp. διαστεος A. 
(La Roche). The inference is that διὰ ἄστεος has been from 
fear of hiatus displaced in the main by ὑπέρ. And for just 
the same groundless apprehension, as 1 surmise, éxds in y 260 
has superseded ἀπό, for which compare M 70(= N 227) ἀπολέσθαι 
ἀπ᾿ “Apyeos. 
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Ὑ 296] μικρὸς δὲ λίθος μέγα wip’ ἀποέργει. 
Read ἀπεέργει: v. € 411 (Note). 
Ὑ 317] ἀλλ᾽ ἐς μὲν Μενέλαον ἐγὼ κέλομαι καὶ ἄνωγα 
ἐλθεῖν" κεῖνος γὰρ νέον ἄλλοθεν εἰλήλουθεν, 
ἐκ τῶν ἀνθρώπων ὅθεν οὐκ ἔλποιτό γε θυμῷ 
ἐλθέμεν, ὅν τινα πρῶτον ἀποσφήλωσιν ἄελλαι 
ἐς πέλαγος μέγα τοῖον, ὅθεν τέ περ οὐδ᾽ οἰωνοὶ 
αὐτόετες οἰχνεῦσιν, ἐπεὶ μέγα τε δεινόν τε. 
Bentley was doubtless right in changing αὐτόετες into 
avroereis. The adverb is probably due in the first instance to 
a natural error in the transliteration of τριετής, πενταετής, ἑξαετής, 
ἑπταετής, εἰναετής, all of which should probably be restored. For 
instance, instead of (y 115) :— 
οὐδ᾽ εἰ πεντάετές ye καὶ ἑξάετες παραμίμνων 
ἐξερέοις, ὅσα---. 

the true reading should rather be 
οὐδ᾽ εἰ wevraerys ye καὶ ἐξαετὴς παραμέμνων 
ἐξερέοι᾽͵, ὅσα---. 

There would also be a feeling in consequence of prevalent 

usage that these adjectives seemed to imply rather the age of 
the person than the mere duration of his particular actions. 

In the second line I suggest as perhaps preferable either 
to Nauck’s ἐλθέμεν, ὡς κεῖνος νέον, or to van Leeuwen and da Costa’s 
unmetrical suggestion ἐλθέμεναι" ὃς γάρ, the simple remedy :— 

ἐλθέμεν" οὗτος γάρ---. 

There is a needless remoteness and estrangement about κεῖνος. 

The chief difficulties, however, of our passage lie in the third 
verse, 1. 319: ἐκ τῶν ἀνθρώπων seems of doubtful antiquity; it 
is definite, whereas it ought to be indefinite and general: ὅθεν 
looks like an importation from 1. 321: while ἕλποιτο in spite 
of attempted defences cannot be right without xe. Hence Nauck 
and Cauer would read ἔλποιτό xe as do van Leeuwen and da 
Costa. But the position so given to xe, is surely an impossible one. 

Fick is constrained to reject ll. 319-22, a very barsh 
proceeding indced. 

I would suggest the following :— 

ἐξ ὧν ἀνθρώπων ov κεν ἔλποιτό ye θυμῷ 
ἐλθέμεν" 

This gives a natural and easy sense, nor is the development 
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of the vulgate from it a difficult matter. ὧν would readily 
become τῶν. οὐκ comes from ov κεν easily enough through the 
stages of ov xe and ov κ᾽; and so the intrusion of ὅθεν from 
the neighbouring line becomes a necessity. 

With the position given to the relative and the noun 
compare such expressions as :— 

κ 222 ἱστὸν ἐποιχομένης μέγαν ἄμβροτον, ola θεάων 

λεπτά τε καὶ χαρίεντα καὶ ἀγλαὰ ἔργα πέλονται. 
and so I think we should explain β 45 :— 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐμὸν αὐτοῦ χρεῖος, ὅ μοι κακὸν ἔμπεσε οἴκῳ, 
Κὶς an evil which ’. 
Ὑ 3888] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δώμαθ' ἵκοντο dyaxAvra τοῖο ἄνακτος. 
One MS. Hamburgensis (T) reads ἀγακλειτά, which points 
unmistakably to a primitive and unexceptionable ending 
ἀγακλειτοῖο ἄνακτος. 
If we further change ἵκοντο into ἵκανον (cf. ἡ 3, ο 216), even the 
hiatus is avoided. For the similar roto γέροντος v. Note on w 387. 
Perhaps in ¢ 62 ἀέθλια roto ἄνακτος the article may also represent 
the ending of a lost word 
ἄεθλ᾽ αὐτοῖο ἄνακτος, 
‘the prize-gear of the king himself’. 
Ὑ 421] ἀλλ’ dy’ 6 μὲν πεδίονδ᾽ ἐπὶ βοῦν ἴτω, ὄφρα τάχιστα 
ἔλθῃσιν, ἐλάσῃ δὲ βοῶν ἐπιβουκόλος ἀνήρ" 

If the second foot in 1. 421 can be defended as a legitimate 
dactyl, then we may safely say that the Homeric poems fail to 
convey a right impression of what a dactyl is and ought to be. 
There can, however, be little doubt that the metre halts badly 
in this passage. Now the mere scansion might easily be restored 
in many ways, e.g. by prefixing δεῦρο or ὧδε; but the difficulty 
is to find a solution which, while giving a satisfactory reading 
in respect to metre and sense, at the same time exhibits a source 
from which the degenerate tradition might reasonably and easily 
be derived. 

In this tradition is there any weakness apart from the metrical 
defect? The second final clause, ἐλάσῃ δὲ βοῶν ἐπιβονκόλος ἀνήρ, 
comes in very feebly and awkwardly after ὄφρα τάχιστα ἔλθῃσιν. 
So far as it adds anything to the first clause, it is not indeed final 
at all. It merely deals with the means by which the real end, 
ὄφρα τάχιστα ἔλθῃσιν, was to be attained. 
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Such being the case I suggest as the original reading :— 
ἔλθῃ.----τὴν δ᾽ ἐλάσειε βοῶν ἐπιβουκόλος ἀνήρ" 
My view is that a parenthetical sentence, which palaeographically 
is certainly not very remote from the tradition (ἐλάσῃ in archaic 
writing is éAdce, the actual reading of Eustath.), has through 
neglect of a pause in recitation been forced into a false co-ordina- 
tion with the preceding final clause. The virtual imperative, 
polite possibly, but admitting of no denial, cf. ὃ 735 :— 
ἀλλά τις ὀτρηρῶς Δολίον καλέσειε γέροντα, 
comes in more naturally in independent sequence after the final 
clause, and yet affords sufficient temptation to the careless reciter 
to make the slight changes necessary to produce the traditional 
unmetrical reading, by the omission of the pronominal article 
and the assimilation of the verb. 

For the position of ἔλθῃ cf. v 60. 

¥ 427] οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλοι μένετ᾽ αὐτοῦ ἀολλέες, εἴπατε δ᾽ εἴσω 
δμωῇσιν. 

Fick’s ἔσπετε for εἴπατε is not to be accepted. There is a deeper 
error. Nestor sends several messengers on special errands. Each 
commission is given to one individual, apparently one of his six 
sons. One goes to the plain to tell the herdsman to bring the 
victim for the sacrifice; another goes to the ship of his guests; 
another to fetch a goldsmith. The rest are to stay where they 
are and, if εἴπατε be right, are all required to join their voices to 
tell the servants to prepare the feast. Of course, after ὁ μέν, εἷς 
δέ, εἷς δ᾽ αὖ, the plur. is out of the question. What is required is 
something like εἷς δὲ κελέσθω, as before (425); but at any rate we 
need not suppose that εἴπατε is the original here. 

y 482] ἦλθε δὲ χαλκεὺς 
ὅπλ᾽ ἐν χερσὶν ἔχων χαλκήια, πείρατα τέχνης; 
ἄκμονά τε σφῦράν τ᾽ ἐνποίητόν τε πυράγρην, 
οἷσίν τε χρυσὸν εἰργάζετο" ἦλθε δ᾽ ᾿Αθήνη---. 

In this last line εἰργάζετο has probably been secured from 
criticism by the fact that the hiatus has, at any rate since Ahrens 
promulgated his views, been regarded as ‘licitus’. Such is 
the present popularity of this doctrine that I refrain from 
basing my objection to εἰργάζετο here upon the hiatus at all. 

First of all I will suggest an emendation of a simple 
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character, not open to any formal objection save that it removes 
the hiatus licitus : — 

οἷσίν τε χρυσὸν ἐργάζεται" ἦλθε δ᾽ ᾿Αθήνη —. 
That the ptesent is possible even after the aor. ἦλθε cannot be 
denied in face of the well-known lines 0 343-4 (= 47-8) :— 

εἵλετο δὲ ῥάβδον, τῇ τ᾽ ἀνδρῶν ὄμματα θέλγει 

ὧν ἐθέλει, τοὺς δ᾽ αὖτε καὶ ὑπνώοντας ἐγείρει" 
That the present is necessary is, I believe, an inference—and an 
inference of some importance—that may safely be drawn from 
the presence of the distinctively Homeric re that follows οἷσιν. 
This re, for which, for the sake of brevity, I must refer the reader 
to Dr. Monro’s Homeric Grammar, § 332 and § 263, 266, is only 
used in a relative sentence, if the clause, as he informs us, lays 
stress on the general and permanent element in the fact stated ; 
but there is a further limitation, I believe, to this use, not 
explicitly pointed out by Dr. Monro, and that is: the relative 
must be followed by a verb in the present or aor. indicative, or 
in the subjunctive mood. This passage is the solitary exception. 
Consequently, unless re is to be struck out, a course which 
I should think no one will recommend, there is no hope for 
the hiatus licitus here. We must read at any cost 


ἐργάζεται. 
Ὑ 4907 ἔνθα δὲ νύκτ᾽ decay, ὃ δ᾽ ἄρα ξεινήια δῶκεν. 
[Ludwich. } 
0 188 ἔνθα δὲ νύκτ᾽ decay, 5 δὲ τοῖς πὰρ ξείνια θῆκεν. 
[ Ludwich. | 


As the variants given by Ludwich on y 490 show (ἄνεσαν ΒΟ: 
ἔσσαν P; ἔσαν corrected from ἕσσαν Y; ἄεσσαν U with yp Y.— 
ὃ δ᾽ dpa ξεινήια δῶκεν most MSS. ὁ δὲ τοῖς πὰρ [παρα P] ξείνια θῆκεν 
[δῶκεν J K]; ὁ δὲ τοῖς ξεινήια θῆκεν W) this line—and the case of 
o 188, where also some of these variants are found, cannot be 
separated from it—has suffered much at the hands of those 
disposed to eliminate or soften older usages. 

That we should have one reading here and another a little 
more modernized in o 188 is not a result that should be accepted 
without strong protest. Let each passage shift for itself ‘is not 
a sound canon of criticism here at any rate. 

The evidence seems to me to condemn dpa, πάρ (παρα) and 
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τοῖς decisively and to point with tolerable certainty to an 
original :-— 

ἔνθα δὲ νύκτ᾽ ἄεσσαν, ὃ δὲ ξεινήια δῶκεν, 
from which both the above forms of the line seem to have been 
developed by various devices easily understood. 


BOOK IV (δ) 


828] ἀλλ᾽ dx’ ἦ σῴφωιν καταλύσομεν ὠκέας ἵππους 

Read ἀλλ᾽ en’: v. Note on ᾧ 273-5. van Leeuwen and da 
Costa incline to reject the line with many others as well, a 
preferable course doubtless to accepting either ἀλλ᾽ gon’ or ἀλλ᾽ 
aye Feix’ 4 σφιν, as they tentatively suggest. 

861] δείπνου πασσαμένω εἰρησόμεθ᾽ of τινές ἑστον. 

Clearly πασσαμένους is right, as οὗ rwes practically shows: 
for ὦ τινε is beyond toleration. The verb is a sufficient indication 
that two persons only are involved, The MSS. give in some 
instances the further debasement ravoapévw. For the plural 
adjective with dual noun compare :— 

Ψ 283 τὸν τώ γ᾽ ἑσταότες πενθείετον ---. 

A 211 ὄφρα καὶ εἰν ᾿Αίδαο φίλας περὶ χεῖρε βαλόντε 

Ν 435 θέλξας ὄσσε φαεινά, πέδησε δὲ φαίδιμα γνῖα 

ὦ 397 ὡς ἄρ᾽ ἔφη, Δολίος δ᾽ ἰθὺς κίε χεῖρε πετάσσας 
ἀμφοτέρας 

The tendency to tamper with this freedom of usage could 
hardly have a better illustration than is afforded by the Homeric 
Hymn to Aphrodite, ], 21: :-— 

ἵππους ἀρσίποδας, τοί τ᾽ ἀθανάτους φορέουσιν. 
Here the sufferer is not the adjective so far as grammatical 
number is concerned. The maltreatment of the adjective is at 
the beginning, not the end of the word. For it is clear as noon- 
day that the only correct reading here, whatever the MSS. may 
perversely show, is necessarily :— 
ἵππω ἀερσίποδας, τοί τ᾽ ἀθανάτους φορέουσιν. (τώ τ᾽ probably.) 
Dr. Monro (Η. G. § 173. 2) says: ‘The dual is never obligatory 
in Homer, since the plural may always be used instead of it. 
Hence we often have a dual noun or pronoun with a plural verb 
or adjective and vice versa,’ 
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ὃ 937 ὃς οὔ τοι χαίρων τοῖσδε κτεάτεσσιν ἀνάσσω. 
καὶ πατέρων τάδε μέλλετ᾽ ἀκουέμεν, of τινες ὑμῖν 
εἰσίν, ἐπεὶ μάλα πολλὰ πάθον, καὶ ἀπώλεσα οἶκον 
' εὖ μάλα ναιετάοντα, κεχανδότα πολλὰ καὶ ἐσθλά. 
ὧν ὄφελον τριτάτην περ ἔχων ἐν δώμασι μοῖραν 
ναίειν, οἱ δ᾽ ἄνδρες σόοι ἔμμεναι, ot τότ᾽ ὅλοντο ---. 

The speaker, Menelaus, has just remarked that while he was 
roaming in remote places, gathering riches, his brother was 
treacherously slain at home. Then follow the words above 
quoted. As far as the actual text is concerned there is no 
variant of importance, unless we reckon τι for rot.in 1. 93 as such 
(τι F P, ante correctionem H): but Schol. H. M. Q. give the 
curious information that some read after 1. 93 ridiculously 
(γελοίως) -— 

οὐδέ τι βουλόμενος, ἀλλὰ κρατερῆς ὑπ᾽ ἀνάγκης. 

Now this is a most amusing mock, an irresistible reductio ad 
absurdum of the beautiful moral of 1. 93, and is worth attention. 
Hitherto attention seems to have been directed solely to the lines 
that follow, and it must be admitted that the result has not been 
entirely satisfactory. 

A large number of eminent scholars have ended by rejecting 
altogether the three lines from καὶ πατέρων to καὶ ἐσθλά. This drastic — 
view, which certainly simplifies matters, is taken by Bergk, Bekker, 
Fick, Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Seeck and Hennings. Apart 
from getting rid of the several difficulties in the banished lines it 
makes the relative dy refer to τοῖσδε κτεάτεσσι, a8 indeed Lehrs, 
Ameis-Hentze and others make it do in spite of the proximity of 
πολλὰ καὶ ἐσθλά. I certainly agree that it is all but a third of 
his present riches, not of his former and less valuable possessions, 
that Menelaus says he would be content to lose, if he could recall 
his dead friends to life. Dr. Merry and Messrs. Butcher and Lang 
adhere to the natural reference of the relative, and actually 
represent Menelaus as offering to sacrifice more than half of what 
he had long ago ceased to possess. This is a sheer impossibility. 
Dr. Merry is also clearly wrong in explaining ἀπώλεσα οἶκον as 
alluding to damage sustained by the οἶκος during the time 
Menelaus was engaged in the war at Troy, as if his unsympathetic 
neighbours then took the opportunity feloniously to appropriate 
his unprotected furniture and effects. The reference is to the 

46 


BOOK IV ὃ 93 


well-known fact that Paris took away with him not only Helen 
but all the valuables he could lay his hands on. The loss of 
Helen is always in the Iliad treated as part only of the wrong 
done. The Greek claim against the Trojans is for the restitution 
of Helen and the property as well. 

The first suggestion I have to make with regard to this 
vexed passage is that ὧν represents an original ws. The corrup- 
tion is eagy and seems to have arisen from the proximity of πολλὰ 
καὶ ἐσθλά. By reading ws ὄφελον, the full stop after ἐσθλά, a very 
arbitrary punctuation at present, is justified, and one at least of 
the recognized difficulties of the passage is removed without 
wholesale athetesis. 

To the condemnation of 1]. 94-6 I am entirely opposed, not 
that I maintain the absolute integrity of the passage, but because 
I think the excisory knife has not fallen upon the true culprit. 
There has been a miscarriage of justice. The real offender is the 
innocent looking 1. 93 :— 

ds οὔ τοι χαίρων τοῖσδε κτεάτεσσιν ἀνάσσω. 
This is the villain of the piece, the Joseph Surface, which has 
escaped all suspicion because it has imposed upon every one with 
its ‘noble sentiment’. I make one reservation only in favour of 
the author of the capital rider :— | 
οὐδέ τι βουλόμενος, ἀλλὰ κρατερῆς ὑπ᾽ ἀνάγκης. 
He seems to have seen through the smirking hypocrisy of 1. 93, 
and his caustic addendum might have warned others and turned 
their suspicions in the right direction. They would have found 
enough to confirm their doubts. Nauck would have pounced 
upon τοῖσδε, as indeed he does without any suspicion of the 
doubtful character of the whole line, and proposes to read τοῖσιν, 
which is wrong. The composer of the line used the word he was 
in the habit of using day by day and hour by hour, τοῖσδε. He 
did not know that Homer had a predilection for rowide or rowivde 
as Nauck supposes. Again, the expression ἀνάσσω κτεάτεσσι is 
unique in this respect that the dative after ἀνάσσω is ordinarily 
a locatival dative of persons (Monro, H. G. § 145 (7)) or places. 
ἀνάσσω and its synonyms always take a genitive of the thing 
(H. 6. § 151 (f)). Lastly ὡς may be taken exception to. It 
means ‘in this way’ rather than ‘for this reason’. Bekker’s 
substitution of ὡς really makes no improvement. The Homeric 
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idiom, in my opinion, rather requires τῷ in place of ὥς, v. Note on 
y 206. Such are the objections to the phraseology of the line, 
surely an ample and serious list: but the real question is what | 
effect would its removal have upon the whole of this troubled 
passage. If the difficulties which beset it disappear with the 
disappearance of 1. 93, the case is proved. The whole passage 
from 1. 90 would read thus with the two changes I am advocating, 
the excision of 1. 93 and the change of ὧν into ὡς in |. 91 :-— 

clos ἐγὼ περὶ κεῖνα πολὺν βίοτον συναγείρων 

ἡλώμην, τείως μοι ἀδελφεὸν ἄλλος ἔπεφνε 

λάθρη, ἀνωιστί, δόλῳ οὐλομένης ἀλόχοιο" 

καὶ πατέρων τάδε μέλλετ᾽ ἀκονέμεν, οἵ τινες Uppy 

εἰσίν, ἐπεὶ μάλα πολλὰ πάθον, καὶ ἀπώλεσα οἶκον 

εὖ μάλα ναιετάοντα, κεχανδότα πολλὰ καὶ ἐσθλά. 

ὡς ὄφελον τριτάτην περ ἔχων ἐν δώμασι μοῖραν 

ναίειν, of δ᾽ ἄνδρες σόοι ἔμμεναι, ot τότ᾽ ἅλοντο 

Τροίῃ ἐν εὑρείῃ ἑκὰς “Apyeos ἱπποβότοιο. 
‘While I was wandering in those distant lands amassing much 
wealth, in the mean time another slew my brother by craft, at 
unawares, by the treachery of his accursed wife. And belike you 
have heard this my story from your own fathers whoever they be, 
for (they would tell you how) I have had many things to suffer, 
and I had my house despoiled, right-well stablished, filled with 
goodly substance. Would that I dwelt in my halls with only 
a third part of my possessions, but they were alive, the brave 
men, who died in those days in the wide land of Troy far away 
from Argos where the horses graze.’ 

The clause beginning with ére gives the reason why their 
fathers probably told them the story, there was plenty in it to 
interest them. Note how he passes the exact detail of his main 
wrong. He vaguely says μάλα πολλὰ πάθον and turns the 
thoughts of himself and his hearers away from the unpleasing 
subject to the merely material loss he had sustained. 

Surely this view is better than to make ἐπεὶ---ἐσθλά give the 
reason for ov τοι χαίρων---ἀνάσσω. In fact his previous material 
losses would rather afford ground for a deeper satisfaction with 
his present greater prosperity. Even Dogberry interpreted human 
nature better when he made it his boast ‘I have had losses’. 

For the rest the translation above given renders further 
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explanation needless: but some idea of the difficulties inherent 
to the passage as transmitted may be gathered from the exami- 
nation of proposed solutions in the Ameis-Hentze edition, Anhang 
5 94-96. 
8106] pywopevy, ἐπεὶ ov τις ᾿Αχαιῶν τόσσ᾽ ἐμόγησεν, 

ὅσσ᾽ ᾿Οδυσεὺς ἐμόγησε καὶ ἤρατο. 
‘For none of the Achaeans laboured in so many ways as Odysseus 
laboured and—,’ so far all is clear: but what is ἤρατοῦ We 
may accept the explanation of Eustathius, ὑπέμεινε καὶ ἐβάστασε, 
83 Dr. Merry does in his very serviceable and well-known edition. 
He renders ἐμόγησε καὶ jparo ‘achieved and undertook’, thus 
making the expression a sort of ὕστερον πρότερον. Perhaps 
‘achieved ’ a little overdoes ἐμόγησε, and certainly objection may 
be taken to the statement that ἤρατο comes from αἴρω, v. on 
y 233 above. Ameis-Hentze reach the same sense, ‘auf sich 
nahm,’ more correctly through ἄρνυμαι. The later Greeks, no 
longer possessing ἄρνυμαι as a living word, doubtless preferred to 
recognize the familiar αἴρω, and to this end wrote jparo rather 
than ἤρετο with its unfortunate suggestion of ἔρομαι, ‘I ask,’ 
which last Cobet (Misc. Crit. p. 400) would, I think rightly, 
restore here and elsewhere. 

Leaving these questions of orthography and grammar, let 
us examine the usage of this aor. ἠρόμην or ἠράμην in order to 
ascertain whether there is sufficient justification for attributing to 
it this meaning of ‘ undertake’ in reference to toil and hardship. 

It occurs most frequently, twenty-one times in all, with 
κῦδος as an object, κῦδος ἀρέσθαι (ἤρατο, &c.), with κλέος seven 
times and with εὖχος four times, meaning clearly ‘to win’, 
‘acquire,’ ‘get.’ ‘To win asa prize’ seems to be the proper and 
primary sense, as appears from I 124 ἀέθλια ποσσὶν dpovro, 
W 592 (ἵππον) τὴν ἀρόμην, HE 510 ἀνδράγρια---ἤρατο, I 188 
τὴν dper ἐξ ἐνάρων, A 625 τὴν dper ἐκ Τενέδοιο, v 137 da — 
Τροίης ἐξήρατ᾽ Ὀδυσσεύς. Add to these M 435 μισθὸν ἄρηται 
and a 390 τοῦτο---ἀρέσθαι, i.e. the position of βασιλεύς. In 
every case so far the object gained is a desirable one. In fact 
the Homeric poems present but two exceptions to this usage, 
exclusive of the passage under discussion: of these two one is 
only an apparent, the other is a real, exception. The apparent 
exception is :— 
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129 ἔνθα δ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ αὐτοὶ μὲν ἐχώμεθα δηιοτῆτος 

ἐκ βελέων, μή πού τις ἐφ᾽ Axel ἕλκος ἄρηται. 
Who can doubt that the verb is purposely chosen with more 
playfulness but with the same ironical intent as we have seen 
in the case of κομίζω, v. note on BH 456? The reward they will 
reap, the prize they will win will be—a second wound. Obviously 
there is no such irony, either playful or serious, in ἐμόγησε καὶ 
ἤρατο. 

The real exception, and the only remaining instance of this 
aor. in Homer, is adduced by Dr. Merry on our passage :— 

Υ 247 πολλὰ μάλ᾽, οὐδ᾽ ἂν νηῦς ἑκατόζυγος ἄχθος ἄροιτο. 
Ineffectually ; for the change of one letter here will give us the 
correct verb, which was not, and could not be, ἄροιτο, but, 
as usage will vouch, ἄγοιτο; cf. H 467 vijes—olvov ἄγουσαι, 
I 71 τὸν νῆες ἄγουσι, QD 396 ἤγαγε νηῦς, ἡ 9 νέες ἤγαγον, IT 223 
θῆκ᾽ ἐπὶ νηὸς ἄγεσθαι, &c. The probability of this emendation 
is further increased by the noun ἄχθος itself, which is fittingly 
joined with its cognate, or seemingly cognate, verb; cf. ὁ 415 
ὠδίνων ὀδύνῃσιν and Fick’s ἄγριος dypy, which may serve as an 
example, though it be but a figment of the learned imagination. 
Nor is the confusion between ἄγοιτο and ἄροιτο elsewhere un- 
known. In 0 139 καὶ νεκρὸν ἄγοιτο, though ἄγοιτο is clearly 
right, yet we find ἄροιτο S Flor. On the other hand in ¢ 297 
ἄσπετον ὦνον ἕλοιτο the variant ἄροιτο seems preferable. In 
I 124 ἀέθλια ποσσὶν dpovro we have an erroneous ἄγοντο in a 
good MS. L. 

We have now ascertained that there is little or no support 
for the idea, derived from Hesychius, that ἤρατο can mean 
‘undertook’. It remains to be seen whether there is any other 
possible way of understanding the word in this connexion 
ἐμόγησε καὶ ἤρατο. With some harshness we might render it 
‘was successful’, ‘won,’ the object being not the labour itself, 
but that for which the labour was incurred. He secured the 
fruits of his toil, Still this is far from being satisfactory, and 
therefore I submit that if ἤρατο (ἤρετο) be retained, the sense 
must be that Odysseus won the distinction of being selected for 
these achievements, ‘he gained the quest.? He was chosen for 
example out of all the Greek captains by Diomed as his companion 
in the night attack on the Trojan camp. The idea was a familiar 
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one in the days of mediaeval chivalry. Here the two verbe 
would form a ὕστερον πρότερον. Otherwise we must fall back 
on some such conjecture as 
ἐμόγησε καὶ ἦνντο, 

but as long as the traditional verb can be understood in the 
sense suggested it has the prior claim. 
ὃ 141] οὐ γάρ πώ τινά φημι ἐοικότα ὧδε ἰδέσθαι 

οὔτ᾽ ἄνδρ᾽ οὔτε γνναῖκα---σέβας μ᾽ ἔχει εἰσορόωσαν --- 

ὡς ὅδ᾽ ᾿οδυσσῆος μεγαλήτορος υἷι ἔοικε, 

Τηλεμάχψφ---. 

It may be that van Herwerden is right in changing 1. 143 

into 

᾿Οδυσσῆι μεγαλήτορι πάντα ἔοικε 
and condemning the three following lines altogether. For obviously 
it is the likeness to Odysseus himself that is the basis of the 
identification. 

But whether this view be accepted or not makes little 
difference to the proposal I have to make with regard to the 
reading of ll. rg41-2. ‘For never yet, I vow, have I seen either 
man or woman 80 like. Like whom? Either Odysseus or his son 
necessarily. But if so, why the words ‘or woman’. Why should 
it be suggested that a woman might be like either of them? My 
reply is that Homer never suggested any such possibility. What 
he said was, as the metre shows, if we reject Ahrens’s theory, some- 
thing slightly different :— 

οὐ γάρ πώ τινέ φημι Fefouxdras ὧδε βιδέσθαι 

οὔτ᾽ ἄνδρ᾽ οὔτε γυναῖκε. 
‘I never yet saw, I declare, two people, either men or women, 80 
like,’ i.e. like one another, the man to the man, and the woman 
to the woman. ; 

The superiority of this in both sense and metre is manifest at 
a glance. Its applicability to + 380 is also confirmatory :— 

ἀλλ᾽ οὔ πώ τινά φημι ἐοικότα ὧδε ἰδέσθαι 

ὡς σὺ δέμας φωνήν τε πόδας τ᾽ Ὀδυσῆι ἔοικας. 
The likeness between the beggar-man and Odysseus is closer, not 
than that between any one else and Odysseus—that might mean 
little or nothing—but than that between any two people she 
(Eurycleia) had ever seen. Therefore read :— 

ἀλλ᾽ οὔ πώ τινέ φημι ἐοικότας ὧδε ἰδέσθαι. 
E2 κι 
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ὃ 162] ἐέλδετο γάρ σε ἰδέσθαι 
ὄφρα οἱ ἥ τι ἔπος ὑποθήσεαι ἠέ τι ἔργον. 
With two slight changes the last line may be thus reconstructed :— 
ὄφρα οἱ ἥ τι ἔπεσσ᾽ ὑποθήσεαι ἠέ τι ἔργῳ. 
The introduction of the dative brings the passage into line with :— 
A 394 εἴ ποτε δή τι 
ἢ ἔπει ὥνησας κραδίην Διὸς ἠὲ καὶ ἔργῳ (ἠέ τι Bentley), 
504 ἢ ἔπει ἢ ἔργῳ (ὄνησα), 
E 879 ταύτην δ᾽ οὔτε ἔπει προτιβάλλεαι οὔτε τι ἔργῳ. 
The combination of the plur. ἔπεσσι with the sing. ἔργῳ may easily 
be defended by such examples as Y 367 ἐπέεσσι---ἔγχεϊ δ᾽, Θ 396 
ἐπέεσσι | καὶ δώρῳ, Π 630 τέλος πολέμου, ἐπέων 5—. 

For the elision see Note on ε 328 ff. 

The admissibility at least of the proposed emendation, so far as 
Homeric usage is concerned, being granted, let us see whether this 
metrical correction is, or is not, essential to the meaning of the 
passage. The difficulty of the vulgate is this, that while ὑποθήσεαι 
épyov must mean ‘ suggest an act’, ‘suggest that something should 
be done,’ it is equally certain that ὑποθήσεαι ἔπος can only mean 
‘make a verbal suggestion ’, ‘utter a suggestion,’ ‘say something 
by way of suggestion.’ To put it another way, it is just as incon- 
ceivable that ὑποθήσεαι ἔργον should be translated ‘suggest by an 
act’, ‘do something by way of suggestion,’ as that ὑποθήσεαι ἔπος 
should convey the absurd idea ‘suggest that some one should say 
something ’. The absurdity is even more apparent if we add an 
adjective. Who would venture to render ὑποθέσθαι πυκινὸν ἔπος 
‘to suggest that some one should make a wise remark’, though 
none would hesitate to translate ὑποθέσθαι πυκινὸν ἔργον ‘ to suggest 
to some one a wise action’? 

In technical language ἔπος in this phrase is the accusative of 
the internal object, ἔργον the accusative of the external object 
(v. Monro, H. G. § 132). The combination of the two here, even 
though the rather unepic figure zeugma be called to the rescue, 
results in such an unmanageable complexity, that translators 
have very properly preferred the bolder course of treating either 
both as internal or both as external. Messrs. Butcher and Lang 
(1879) adopt the second alternative and render: ‘that thou 
mightest put into his heart some word or work,’ in fact, suggest 
something for him to say or do, 
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‘Dass du Rath ihm zu Worten ertheiletest oder zu Thaten ’ (Voss). 


. On the other hand Worsley’s verse translation gives elegant 


expression to the other alternative :— 
For he was fain to see thee and enquire 

If word or work thou knowest to forward his desire. 

These last words convey, I believe, the true meaning of the 
passage, but also involve necessarily that the second line (163) 
should be read as emended :— 

ὄφρα of 7 τι ἔπεσσ᾽ ὑποθήσεαι ἠέ τι ἔργῳ, 
‘that you may now suggest to him something either by word or 
act,” i.e. generally ‘in some way or other’, or more definitely ‘ by 
advice and assistance’, both of which the speaker? 8 father, Nestor, 
had already given to Telemachus. 
ὃ 229] ὃς τὸ καταβρόξειεν, ἐπὴν κρητῆρι μιγείη, 

Two MSS. have ἐπεί, which is of course right, and is read by 
Thiersch, Bekker, van Leeuwen and da Costa. See also Monro, 
H. 6. ὃ 362 on ἐπήν. I think it is worth suggesting that ἐπήν 
has come in here not from an original éret dy which would be 
intermediate, but from ἐπεὶ ἐν, the true reading being :— 

ὃς τὸ καταβρόξει᾽, ἐπεὶ ἐν κρητῆρι μιγείη. 
The full construction would be ἐν κρητῆρι οἴνῳ μιγείη, as the drug 
is mixed not with the bowl but in the bowl with the wine. We 
have the preposition :— 

A 259 ἠδ᾽ ἐν dail’, ὅτε πέρ τε γερούσιον αἴθοπα οἶνον, 

᾿Αργείων ot ἄριστοι, ἑνὶ κρητῆρι κέρωνται. 

κ 356 ἡ δὲ τρίτη κρητῆρι μελίφρονα οἶνον ἐκίρνα 

ἡδὺν ἐν ἀργυρέψ---. 

ν 252 ἐν δέ τε οἶνον 

κρητῆρσιν κερόωντο" 

a 110 of μὲν dp οἶνον ἔμισγον ἐνὶ κρητῆρσι καὶ ὕδωρ. 

There is but one passage that supports κρητῆρι as a locatival 
dative :— 

T 269 ὅρκια πιστὰ θεῶν σύναγον, κρητῆρι δὲ οἶνον 

μίσγον----- 
Even there it is quite possible that the original was :— 

ὅρκια πιστὰ θεῶν ἄγον, ἐν κρητῆρι δὲ οἶνον. 
Indeed if I am right in my supposition that I 105 is an interpola- 
tion (v. Note on y 233) the compound verb must be wrong. 

As is well known, the later Greeks renounced the elision of the 
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ε of the optative in -ae, and were fain to remove instances from 
Homer, wherever it was possible, sometimes even when it was not, 
e.g. a 404 and the readings of the MSS. in A 178, II 650, € 329. 

In this connexion it is interesting to observe that H 125 

ἢ κε μέγ᾽ οἰμώξειε γέρων ἱππηλάτα Πηλεύς, 
is really fatal to the archaic character of the promiscuous 6 γέρων 
with elision preceding which besets the traditional text of the 
Homeric poems. 
ὃ 244] αὐτόν μιν πληγῇσιν ἀεικελίῃσι δαμάσσας, --- 

The stolidity and heaviness of the opening here is very probably 
the result of the loss of a saving pronoun. With even more 
confidence the genuineness of the participle at the end of the line 
may be questioned. It seems to me that it has usurped the place 
of a somewhat milder and more suitable term. I would read the 
line thus :— : 

αὐτὸν ὅ μιν πληγῇσιν ἀεικελίῃσιν ἱμάσσας- --. 
The expression I recommend occurs it is true once only, O 17 
πρώτη ἐπαύρηαι καί σε πληγῇσιν ἱμάσσω. 

It is used by Zeus in a threat to Hera. Obviously in this case to 
change it to δαμάσσω would convert the threat into one of even 
greater severity. The usage of δάμνημι is unmistakable. In 
connexion with war and battle it ordinarily means to kill out- 
right, to slay, and at the very least it implies something like 
complete disablement, an absolute reduction to a state of help- 
lessness and incapacity for further resistance. 

In o 54 we have the nearest approach to the traditional phrase 
here :— 

ὀτρύνει κακοεργός, iva πληγῇσι Sapeiw. 
where the sense may be ‘that I may be beaten to death’, and 
must be not less than ‘that I may be overcome by the blows 
(of Irus) ’. 

The former version I hold to be the more suitable, because 
Odysseus is expressing a mock fear—he has no real fear—of 
Irus’s prowess. In either case δαμάσσας seems quite out of place 
in ὃ 244 where there is obviously nothing like physical disable- 
ment, but only the production of a certain number of stripes and 
weals to cause the impression of severe suffering inflicted. 

ὃ 259] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δή μιν ἐγὼ λόεον καὶ χρῖον ἐλαίῳ 
The MSS. give also ἐλόευν, and ἐγὼν ἐλόευν is, I have no 
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doubt erroneously, attributed to Aristarchus. ἐγώ γ᾽ ἐλόευν 
U 2 man. 

This is the only instance in Homer of the derivative form 

Aoéw. The true archaic reading was most probably 
ἐγώ γε λόον 

as is indicated by κ 361, where the form of the verb could not so 
easily be and therefore has not been tampered with :— 

ἔς ῥ᾽ ἀσάμινθον ἔσασα λό᾽ ἐκ τρίποδος μεγάλοιο. 
For further confirmation let us refer to Hymn. Apoll. 120 :--- 

ἔνθα σέ, ἤϊε Φοῖβε, θεαὶ Adov ὕδατι καλῷ, 

where the MSS. with notable perversity unanimously show λοῦον, 
the correction is due originally to the scholar we have to refer to 
as Stephanus. σ᾽ jue E: o ine M. Hence Miller and Cobet rightly 
σ᾽, ime. 

There is a still greater monstrosity, which has insinuated 
itself into Hymn. Dem. 289 :— 

ἀγρόμεναι δέ μιν ἀμφὶς ἐλούεον ἀσπαίροντα, 
for which Buecheler suggests ἔλουόν τε σπείρων τε, and Gemoll 
acquiesces. 

I should certainly prefer to insert ai ye or ταί ye thus :-— 

ἀγρόμεναι δέ μιν al γ᾽ ἀμφὶς Adov ἀσπαίροντα 
(δέ ἑ ταί y’). Undoubtedly the verb was badly treated by the 
later Greeks, They nearly succeeded in killing λόω, ἱ. 6. λοίω, 
lavo, altogether. 
ὃ 283] ἢ ἐξελθέμεναι, ἢ ἔνδοθεν aly’ ὑπακοῦσαι" 

Except from the metrical side there is nothing but the 
adverb αἶψα that calls for remark in this line. The MSS. are 
almost unanimous in its favour. Ludwich notes ‘ap Y (ante 
correcturam P?); yp aly’ Y*’. But if we turn to κ 395 we find 
a curious state of things. The line begins :-— 

ἄνδρες δ᾽ ἂψ ἐγένοντο 
rightly enough. The adverb is so given on the authority of 
Aristarchus. All the MSS. with perfect unanimity this time 
present αἶψ. There is no reason to attribute more importance 
to their preference here than there. The question may fairly be 
determined by intrinsic merit rather than by measurement of 
transcription on parchment or other material. 

Now singularly enough αἶψα could not be rationally objected 
to in x 395. The transformation might have been, and probably 
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was, instantaneous. But here the idea of a prompt reply, 
a reply on the instant, is hardly admissible. No third person 
could check such a thing, not even Odysseus, though we relieve 
him of Anticlus bere. 

Consequently I submit that here also we should read dp and 
not alj’, nor do I think it quite unwarrantable to suggest that 
Aristarchus himself did so. 

As for the metre the third foot is simply intolerable. The 
hiatus in the middle of it is bad enough, but nothing in com- 
parison with the lengthening of 7 in thesis before an open vowel. 
I suggest :— 

ἢ ἐξελθέμεν [ἵππου], ἢ ἔνδοθεν ἂψ ὑπακοῦσαι (cf. 6 515, A 531). 
So or by some similar insertion only (αὐτίκ᾽, &c.) can the line be 
made to scan at all. That it is an error to hold that 7 cannot 
be shortened legitimately under such circumstances is proved by 
the following incontrovertible examples :— 

Z 367 οὐ γάρ τὶ οἶδ᾽ ἢ ἔτι σφιν ὑπότροπος ἵἴξομαι αὖτις, 
K 451 ἠὲ διοπτεύσων ἢ ἐναντίβιον πολεμίξων᾽ 
II 515 εἷς ἢ ἐνὶ Τροίῃ δύνασαι δὲ σὺ πάντοσ᾽ ἀκούειν 
ᾧ 113 ἢ ὅ γε δουρὶ βαλὼν ἢ ἀπὸ νευρῆφιν ὀιστῷ. 
516 εἴ περ γὰρ φθάμενός μιν ἣ οὐτάσῃ ἠὲ βάλῃσιν, 
Ψ 24 ἡ μ᾽ ἀνάειρ᾽, ἣ ἐγὼ σέ' τὰ δ᾽ αὖ Ad πάντα μελήσει. 
94 ὀφθαλμοῖσι τεοῖσιν ἢ ἄλλον μῦθον ἄκουσας 
ὃ 14 πατρὸς ἑοῦ ἢ νόστον ἣ ὅν τινα πότμον ἐπέσπεν. 
ι 49] εἰ δὲ φθεγξαμένον rev ἢ αὐδήσαντος ἄκουσε, 
λ 68 ἔφθης πεζὸς ἰὼν ἢ ἐγὼ σὺν νηὶ μελαίνῃ. 
π 217 φῆναι ἢ αἰγυπιοὶ γαμψώννχες, οἷσί τε τέκνα 
ρ 252 σήμερον ἐν μεγάροις, ἢ ὑπὸ μνηστῆρσι δαμείη, 
384 μάντιν ἣ ἰητῆρα κακῶν ἣ τέκτονα δούρων, 
472 βλήεται ἣ περὶ βουσὶν ἢ ἀργεννῇς ὀΐεσσιν" 
v 63 αὐτίκα νῦν ἣ ἔπειτά μ᾽ ἀναρπάξασα θύελλα 
ω 430 ἀλλ᾽ ἄγετε, πρὶν τοῦτον ἢ ἐς Πύλον ὦκα ἱκέσθαι. 
These instances are sufficient to establish the prosody or metrical 
usage illustrated by the proposed emendation. A law so simple 
and harmonious one would scarcely expect to find unrecognized 
among scholars, but even in the more recent edition by van 
Leeuwen and da Costa the above shortening of 7 is regularly 
accompanied by the mistaken comment ‘ 7 insolite ae cal 
ὃ 349] See note on νυ 83. 
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ὃ 497] ἐν νόστῳ ἀπόλοντο᾽ μάχῃ δέ τε Kal σὺ παρῇσθα. 

What is re doing ‘in this galley’? In the statement of 
a particular definite fact this particle is entirely out of its 
element, and it would be difficult to formulate a sentence less 
general and indefinite than ‘ you also were present in the battle ’. 
The MSS. can hardly be held responsible, for re is only found in 
one, the Harleian, and even there it is corrected by the second 
hand into τι (δέ re H (¢ superscripsit sec. man.) δέ τι DTUK; 
δέ τοι post correcturam Τὸ; δ᾽ ἔτι FGPJS Ludwich). Editors 
desiring to escape the Seylla of δ᾽ ἔτι have blindly rushed into the 
Charybdis of re. 

However, though I believe the case for re here is a bad one, 
let me not overstate it. There is one defence open. It may be 
said that μάχῃ is used here in a distributive sense, and that re is 
found with a frequentative verb in three passages at least :— 

€ 331 ἄλλοτε μέν τε Νότος Βορέῃ προβάλεσκε φέρεσθαι 

T 86 καί τέ με νεικείεσκον" ἐγὼ δ᾽ οὐκ αἴτιός εἶμι 

Y 28 καὶ δέ τέ μιν καὶ πρόσθεν ὑποτρομέεσκον δρῶντες 
The case therefore against re with the imperfect is certainly not 
so strong as that against ὅς re with that tense: v. note on y 438. 
I own I am not thoroughly satisfied however with the above 
instances. In ¢ 331 re might easily have superseded an original 
é (fe). In T 86 νεικείουσιν, the present, seems to me required by 
the sense, and almost indispensable. Again in Y 28 

ὑποτρομέουσ᾽ ὁρόωντες 
is metrically (or perhaps I should say formally, for ὁρῶντες is 
unique) and idiomatically mueh to be preferred, cf. « 448 
od τι πάρος γε λελειμμένος ἔρχεαι οἰῶν. 

9 201: A 553, &¢. 

There appears now, I submit, some reason for suggesting 
that here, in ὃ 497, μάχῃ has been wrongly assimilated in number 
to νόστῳ and that the primitive reading was :— 

ἐν νόστῳ ἀπόλοντο' μάχῃσι δὲ καὶ σὺ παρῆσθα. 
ὃ 500] Γυρῇσίν μιν πρῶτα Ποσειδάων ἐπέλασσε 
πέτρῃσιν μεγάλῃσι---- 

The first line has clearly been modernized to a slight extent 
in order to introduce the noun Γυραί instead of the adjective. 
Read :— 

Τυραίῃσί ¢ πρῶτα Ποσειδάων ἐπέλασσε 
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The corruption is of course due to the false idea that πρῶτα could 
not but lengthen a preceding open vowel. The improved metre 
is exactly similar to the movement of γ 320 :— 
ἐλθέμεν, ὅν twa πρῶτον ἀποσφήλωσιν ἄελλαι. 

Lastly, if Homer had entertained any preference for the noun here, 
he would, we may be sure, have said Γυράων not Γυρῇσιν, which 
makes an awkward apposition. 
ὃ 514] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ἔμελλε Μαλειάων ὄρος αἰπὺ 

ἵξεσθαι, τότε δή μιν ἀναρπάξασα θύελλα 

πόντον ἐπ᾽ ἰχθνόεντα φέρεν βαρέα στενάχοντα, 

ἀγροῦ ἐπ᾽ ἐσχατιήν, ὅθι δώματα ναῖε Θνέστης 

τὸ πρίν, ἀτὰρ τότ᾽ ἔναιε Θνεστιάδης Αἴγισθος. 

ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ καὶ κεῖθεν ἐφαίνετο νόστος ἀπήμων, 

[ap δὲ θεοὶ οὖρον στρέψαν, καὶ οἴκαδ᾽ ἵκοντο,] 

ἦτοι ὁ μὲν χαίρων ἐπεβήσετο πατρίδος αἴης, 

καὶ κύνει ἁπτόμενος ἣν πατρίδα’ 

This much-vexed passage may be allowed to stand in the 
order in which we have received it from tradition, if we remove 
the bracketed line, 520. It is an utterly mistaken elucidation of 
véoros ἀπήμων. The expression, moreover, is confused, for οὖρον 
orpéyay quite fails to convey the meaning ‘changed the wind to 
a fair breeze’; the change of subject is at least harsh, and the 
metre is also imperfect. 

Without this absurd interpolation the passage may be easily 
explained. Agamemnon has been driven by the storm to the 
extremity of the promontory of Argolis. He is a long way from 
Mycenae, but when he thought he saw a prospect of getting home 
to Mycenae even from that remote spot (καὶ κεῖθεν) without again 
facing the perils of the sea (νόστος ἀπήμων), he landed at once, 
there and then, and was glad of the chance. 

The attempt to reach Mycenae by land did not prove 
ἀπήμων, but in my view this is just the grim irony of the poet, and 
has only escaped notice through the misleading explanation 
obtruded by I. 520. 

ὃ 673] ὃς ἔφαθ᾽, of δ᾽ dpa πάντες ἐπήνεον ἠδ᾽ ἐκέλευον" 

Read ὡς ἐκέλευεν as we have it in Ψ 539. The vulgate is due 
to the influence of 7 226, ν 47. Similarly in 6 398 ὡς ἐκέλευε is 
preferable. In such cases the sense of the passage is of more 


moment than the consensus of MSS. 
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ὃ 684) μὴ μνηστεύσαντες μηδ᾽ ἄλλοθ᾽ ὁμιλήσαντες 

ὕστατα καὶ πύματα νῦν ἐνθάδε δειπνήσειαν. 
The only question here, by no means an easy one, is the proper 
understanding of 1. 684. There are apart from minor details 
two main lines of interpretation, which it is necessary to 
mention :— 

(1) ‘O that—never having wooed me, nor ever having met 
here (alio tempore)—they may now eat their very last meal in 
this place’ (Merry). So Ameis-Hentze. This version resolves 
the couplet into three separate wishes, of which it is the 
agitated and somewhat indistinct expression, (a) Would that 
they had never wooed me. (Ὁ) Would that they had never 
met here at all on any occasion. (c) May they now eat their 
last meal here, The two negative wishes may, of course, be 
reckoned as one, the second being regarded as a repetition of 
the first in more comprehensive terms. ἄλλοθ᾽, which may 
represent either ἄλλοθι or ἄλλοτε, is a difficulty. The un- 
desirability of either in this version is apparent; but while 
ἄλλοθι admits of no explanation at all, being nothing less than 
a flagrant contradiction, ἄλλοτε might refer to meetings held 
at Odysseus’ house previous to the commencement of the woo- 
ing. As will be seen in the sequel, I believe ἄλλοθι to be 
right and to stand in necessary contrast with ἐνθάδε in the 
next line. 

(2) ‘ Nay, after so much wooing, never again may they come 
together, but here this day sup for their last and latest time’ 
(Butcher and Lang). Similar is ‘No—these suitors—let them, 
never meeting again, now eat their last meal’ (Liddell and 
Scott). So Hermann, Passow, Nitzsch, and we may add Monro 
(H. G. § 361) ‘May they (after their wooing) have no other 
meeting but sup now for the last time ’. 

In this view both negatives, μή and μηδέ, are taken with 
ὁμιλήσαντες alone, the other participle, μνηστεύσαντες, being treated 
as parenthetical and, as it seems, almost equivalent to the noun 
μνηστῆρες. ἄλλοτε is again accepted rather than ἄλλοθι. 

L. Lange’s peculiar explanation, that Penelope merely sup- 
poses the case that this might be the last meal of the suitors, 
and then immediately, or even before, she has said it, for the 
negatives precede, checks herself with a No! No!, indicates at all 
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events that there is something unconvincing in the ordinary 
versions of the passage. It shows moreover a very scrupulous 
regard for Penelope’s good name, making her exhibit a womanly 
gentleness and kind feeling, which is quite in accord with 
Eustathius’ remark on ἐνθάδε (685) :---τὸ δὲ ἐνθάδε ἐπιεικῶς ἐρρέθη 
ὡς μὴ ἁπλῶς ἐπαρωμένης τῆς Πηνελόπης ἔσχατον τοῦτο δεῖπνον τοῖς 
μνηστῆρσιν, εἰ καὶ ἄλλοθι δειπνεῖν ἐθέλουσι. They may dine any- 
where else, she is supposed to remark, but I hope they will not 
dine here any more. I am sorry to say, in reference to a lady, 
that I have no doubt whatever Penelope here frankly wishes 
for the suitors nothing less than what actually overtook them in 
the end—sudden death. The perusal of the opening scene of 
Book XXIII of the Odyssey ought to convince any impartial 
reader of the total absence of the modern humanitarian element 
from the feminine mind in the heroic ages, whenever real injuries 
have to be avenged. 

I will now submit my own idea of the exact meaning of 
this much vexed passage :—‘ Or ere they go a-wooing or consort 
together elsewhere may they now here make their last and final 
meal.’ 

I treat the two participles with absolute impartiality, 
placing them fairly on an equal footing, not giving to one more 
or less than I give to the other. μὴ μνηστεύσαντες (lit. “ not 
having wooed’), ‘ without going wooing,’ ‘ before they go wooing 
elsewhere’ (ἄλλοθι), refers to future time, a usage that may be 
illustrated for the benefit of young scholars by such a sentence 
as this :—idwv Νεάπολιν θάνοις, ‘see Naples and then die,’ ‘may 
you die after seeing Naples.’ Here ἰδών refers to future time 
absolutely, but to past time relatively to θάνοι. Now if we 
desire to negative the participle, we can only do so, in a wish- 
clause, by adding μή, as here, so that μὴ ἰδών = ‘ before you see,’ 
‘without seeing.’ 

The two participles considered in relation to one another 
form a sort of ὕστερον πρότερον, for Penelope means to intimate 
that the suitors would find themselves sooner or later in one 
another’s company in somebody else’s house, ready to prosecute 
another suit there, unless their career should come to an abrupt 
termination here, as she prays it may. I confess I do not see 
how this rendering can fairly be disputed. The only real 
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novelty in it is the making ἄλλοθι refer to both participles 
alike: but there is nothing so unusual in that as to constitute 
a serious objection. Both Greek and Latin, no less than our 
own language, allow such a position for a word, when the 
second participle, as here, is used to supplement the first. 
Possibly Eustathius, although his statement is not sufficiently 
explicit to prevent misunderstanding, was in possession of what 
I hold to be the right view: τινὲς δὲ δύο τελείας ἐννοίας ἐνόησαν" 
μιὰν μὲν ἐλλειπτικὴν ἐν τῷ πρώτῳ στοίχῳ, ἵνα λέγῃ μὴ μνηστεύσαντες 
εἶεν καὶ ἑξῆς (perhaps τὸ μὴ μνηστεύσαντες -εἰαν, i.e. μνηστεύσειαν), 
ἑτέραν δὲ τὸ ὕστατα δειπνήσειαν. Eustathius in any case is not 
responsible for the common error of supplying ἐμέ as object after 
pynorevoavres. There is no need for any object, but if one be 
required, let us try ἄλλην, ‘ another lady,’ as ἄλλοθι suggests, and 
the meaning will be apparent. 

It is hardly possible in a discussion of this passage to leave 
unnoticed the equally difficult but still very different :— 

A 613 μὴ τεχνησάμενος μηδ᾽ ἄλλο τι τεχνήσαιτο. 
I do not think that even here μή is rightly separated from 
τεχνησάμενος; but for the sake of brevity without examining 
other views I will content myself with offering a translation of 
my own with just so much explanation as to make it intelligible. 
Literally then: ‘Not having designed such another before, 
neither may he design such another again.’ In effect, ‘I hope 
this is the only one of the kind that he has ever made or ever will 
make.’ I take ἄλλο τι with both verb and participle, just as in 
“δ 684 ἄλλοθι is taken with both participles. The work, the 
τελαμών, is 80 σμερδαλέος, that it is devoutly to be wished that it 
is, and will always remain, unique. 
ὃ 694] ἀλλ’ ὁ μὲν ὑμέτερος θυμὸς καὶ ἀεικέα ἔργα 
᾿ς halverat, οὐδέ τις ἔστι χάρις μετόπισθ᾽ εὐεργέων. 

Penelope is drawing a contrast between the conduct of the 
suitors and the example set by Odysseus in earlier days. He lived 
with their fathers, 

οὔτε τινὰ ῥέξας ἐξαίσιον οὔτε τι εἰπὼν 
ἐν δήμῳ’ 
and again 
κεῖνος δ᾽ ov ποτε πάμπαν ἀτάσθαλον ἄνδρα ἐώργει 
The point of the contrast is confined to the negative merit of 
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abstention from wrong in word and deed, and rightly so because 
it is precisely in this respect that the conduct of the suitors is 
complained of. But the last line, 695, goes further than the 
argument requires: it constitutes an appeal for a grateful 
recognition of good deeds (εὐεργέων) done by Odysseus. 

In itself such an appeal would not be unnatural, but here it 
is surely irrelevant, because it draws away the attention abruptly 
from the main contrast. 

When in addition to this we find a form evepyéwy (gen. plur. 
neut.) of εὐεργής = well-made, well-wrought, used as equivalent 
to ‘good deeds ’, we may fairly doubt the genuineness of this line, 
which begins, in the manner usual with spurious additions, by 
supplying a verb to the line preceding. 

This argument will be quite conclusive, if a satisfactory 
predicate can be found for 1. 694, which certainly cannot stand 
by itself, and exhibits a doubtful noun θυμός and a more than 
doubtful 6. The latter is removable; θυμός may be a trans- 
position of μῦθος (cf. 1. 690) 

| ἀλλὰ μὲν ὕμμ᾽ ἕτερος μῦθος καὶ ἀεικέα ἔργα. 

‘But verily your way of speaking is other than his, and unseemly 
your deeds.’ 
ὃ 732] εἰ yap ἐγὼ πυθόμην ταύτην ὁδὸν ὁρμαίνοντα, 

The pronoun is here necessary, but cannot be inserted after 
_ ταύτην as van Leeuwen and da Costa suggest. The only admissible 
correction is εἰ δέ fF’ ἐγώ. The supersession of δέ by γάρ is not 
uncommon. In the one other example of this participial usage, 
which is without a pronoun, N 353, we have a very suspicious, 
though not unexampled, ending of the hexameter, ἤχθετο γάρ ῥα. 
For this we might write ἤχθετο δέ σφεας, and thus correct both on 
the same principle. For the construction v. Monro, H. G. § 245, 2. 
ὃ 755] πάγχυ θεοῖς μακάρεσσι γονὴν ᾿Αρκεισιάδαο ----. 

Nauck’s τῶς μακάρεσσι θεοῖσι will not do. A better solution 
would be :— 

πάγχυ γονὴν μακάρεσσι θεοῖσ᾽ ᾿Αρκεισιάδαο. 
ὃ 756 ] ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι πού τις ἐπέσσεται, ὅς κεν ἔχῃσι 
δώματά θ᾽ ὑψερεφέα καὶ ἀπόπροθι πίονας ἀγρούς. 

Here van Leeuwen and da Costa ruin the verse by reading 
ὑψόροφα for tyepepéa. An examination of Homeric usage gives 
this result. Neither adjective is elsewhere used in the plural at 
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all. Next we find that ὑψόροφος is applied to two nouns only, 
θάλαμος and οἶκος ; while ὑψερεφής is even more closely restricted 
to δῶμα and δῶ, in the eleven instances of its appearance. These 
facts suggest, and fairly warrant, as the restoration here :— 

δῶμα τόδ᾽ ὑψερεφὲς καὶ ἀπόπροθι πίονας ἀγρούς. 
The reason for the corruption is obvious. Moreover τόδε beside 
its palaeographic fitness has the support of the somewhat similar 
νοσφισσαμένη τόδε δῶμα of Penelope τ §79, ¢ 77, 104; cf. also 
p 105, σ 37, € 395- 
8 777] μῦθον, ὃ δὴ καὶ πᾶσιν ἑνὶ φρεσὶν paper ἡμῖν. 

Here we have one of the most remarkable instances of stead- 
fast adherence to an impossible tradition in the face of conclusive 
evidence that it is wrong. The MSS. unanimously give #paper. 
Only from the second hand of P and H do we get εὔαδεν. The 
question is can jpape mean ‘pleased’, ‘suited,’ ‘commended 
itself,’ literally ‘fitted’ in the intransitive sense. To determine 
this we have first to appeal to what we may call the general rule 
that reduplicated aorists are transitive; next there is the 
usage of ἥραρον itself, which is as under :-— 

€ 95 αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ δείπνησε καὶ ἥραρε θυμὸν ἐδωδῇ = ξ 111. 
Δ 11Ο καὶ τὰ μὲν ἀσκήσας κεραοξόος ἥραρε τέκτων 
M 105 οἱ δ᾽ ἐπεὶ ἀλλήλους ἄραρον τυκτῇσι βόεσσι, 
II 212 ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε τοῖχον ἀνὴρ ἀράρῃ πνκινοῖσι λίθοισι —. 
Ψ 712 ὡς ὅτ᾽ ἀμείβοντες, τούς τε κλυτὸς Npape τέκτων, 
ε 252 ἴκρια δὲ στήσας, ἀραρὼν θαμέσι σταμίνεσσι, 
πὶ 169 ὡς ἂν μνηστῆρσιν θάνατον καὶ Kip ἀραρόντε ---. 

So far the instances are unmistakably transitive; but as 
might be expected there is one supporter, a weak-kneed one, of 
this jpapey in ὃ 777. It is Π 214, and is particularly bad, 
because it is only separated by one line from an example of the 
correct transitive use. 

ὡς dpapov κόρυθές re καὶ ἀσπίδες ὀμφαλόεσσαι. 
The remedy is either to accept from Bentley 
κόρυθάς τε καὶ ἀσπίδας ὀμφαλοέσσας, 
which serves well enough, or to read ἄρθεν (ἄρθεν Aristarch.) as 
in 1. 211. 

It seems to me pretty obvious that jpapey here is really due 
to the influence of ε 95 (= ξ 111). The expression in those two 
lines, though grammatically entirely different, yet conveys the 
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same general idea of satisfaction which is here attributed in a 
different sphere to all the suitors. This approximation of ideas 
would suffice to suggest, seeing that only a practically obsolete 
word is concerned, the misuse of which could give offence to 
none, that the passages might be even more closely assimilated 
—in form as well as in substance—by introducing ἥραρεν into 
ὃ 777 also, especially as nothing had to be sacrificed save a still 
more derelict verb evader. 

In any case it is clearly impossible to avoid condemning 

*jpapev, which miserably fails to justify itself, whether we try it 
by the particular test of the usage of this form itself, or by the 
more general test of its agreement with the very considerable 
number of similar old reduplicated aorists in Homer, which are 
all transitive in meaning, e.g. λέλαθον, A€Aaxov, κεκαδών, κέκυθον, 
τεταγών, πεπαλών, πέφνον (πέφενον), ἤκαχε, ἄλαλκε, τετύκοντο, 
λελαβέσθαι, κεχάροντο, κέκλετο (κεκέλετο), &c. 

ἥραρεν being disqualified we must, I submit, adopt the alterna- 
tive which the tradition fortunately still presents, εὔαδεν. 

ὃ 8131 (ὀδυνάων) πολλέων, αἵ μ᾽ ἐρέθουσι κατὰ φρένα καὶ κατὰ θυμόν. 

Read at πολλαί μ᾽ —. Of. 6 160, ε 323. 

ὃ 831] εἰ μὲν δὴ θεός ἐσσι, θεοῖό τε ἔκλυες αὐδῆς. 
If, undeterred by the mysterious awe that hedges hiatus licitus, 
of which the above line exhibits an excellent example, I 
venture to restore for the concluding half of the line :-— 

θεοῦ τέ re ἔκλυες αὐδῆς, 
few will refuse to recognize the facility with which such an 
original would first become θεοῦ τε ἔκλυες, and next by an 
equally easy modification for the metre’s sake the θεοῖό re éxAves 
of the vulgate, cf. B 272 Χαρόποιό τ᾽ ἄνακτος for Xapdrov re 
ἄνακτος, I’ 140, &c. 

No doubt re’ (reo) might have been preserved in the form 
rev, and our MSS., if we are to follow with servility their 
authority on such a point, give warrant for that form only of 
the gen. of ris before a vowel. Hence we may write here θεοῦ 
τέ τευ éxAves. Should it be said, however, that rev must have 
been retained, if the pronoun ever existed here at all, the argu- 
ment, I submit, ought not to carry conviction, as it is one of 
that peculiar character that admits neither of substantiation 
nor of refutation, In any case the conjecture perhaps deserves 
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to be mentioned for two reasons, firstly, because it strikingly 
exemplifies a corruption arising from a simple lipography, and 
secondly, because it indicates that even an apparently irre- 
fragable instance of hiatus licitus may after all be a mere 
debasement, instead of a genuine survival, of the archaic 
original. 

BOOK V (ὁ. 


ε 55} ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἀφίκετο τηλόθ᾽ ἐοῦσαν, 

ι 5643 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἀφικόμεθ', ἔνθα περ ἄλλαι, 

ι181 ἀλλ’ ὅτε δὴ τὸν χῶρον ἀφικόμεθ᾽ ἐγγὺς ἐόντα. 

The use of the article with νῆσος (χῶρος) here is commonly 
counted as one of the marks whereby the Odyssey is adjudged 
to be a more recent work than the Iliad. It would hardly be 
possible to adduce from the Homeric poems a more apparently 
unimpeachable example of the defining article of later Greek, 
v. Monro, H. G. § 261, 3. It seems to me therefore quite worth 
while to examine these passages with a view to discover what 
amount of reliance can be placed upon them as evidence that 
the article so used is genuinely Homeric. 

Now the word νῆσος is by no means a rare word in Homer, 
for it occurs some seventy times. The article is found with 
it only in six instances, two of which are given above. This 
number, six, is perhaps not inadequate for a budding usage 
still in the early struggling stage of its development. But 
there is one very peculiar feature about the combination. It 
is only found in the accusative case singular—rather a suspi- 
cious limitation, though the instances are but six altogether. — 
With regard to χῶρος indeed the case is somewhat different. 
The above instance is unique so far as the accusative is con- 
cerned; but there is one example of the genitive also, ¢ 142 
ἀρξάμενοι τοῦ χώρου. This, however, only makes the curious 
deficiency noticed in the case of νῆσος still more marked, unless 
we decide to athetize ᾧ 142 on the ground that the suitors needed 
no explanation of ἐπιδέξια. 

The stability of the article in our three passages is to 8 
certain extent weakened by these considerations. It begins to 
wear the aspect of an intruder. Even so it would perhaps be 
a bold, though hardly an unwarrantable, proceeding to dislodge 
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it at once and to attempt to replace it by mere conjecture. 
Fortunately, we can dispense with guessing and—a much safer 
course—make appeal to Homer himself. Let us compare :— 

X22 oper, ὄφρ᾽ ἐς χῶρον ἀφικόμεθ', ὃν φράσε Κίρκη. 

ἃ 446 οἱ δ᾽ ὅτε δή ῥ᾽ ἐς χῶρον ἕνα ξυνιόντες ἵκοντο, = @ 60. 
Here we see the original formula, fairly free from suspicion of 
corruption or modernization. It may be noticed in A 22 that 
éfpa—and there is no easy method of rejecting the services of 
this conjunction—presents an insurmountable metrical bar to 
the introduction of the article, while in A 446 (= @ 60) the sense 
absolutely precludes the possibility of its appearance. Accordingly 
we may restore in ε 181 without much hesitation :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δή ῥ᾽ és χῶρον ἀφικόμεθ᾽ ἐγγὺς ἐόντα, 
nor indeed need we fear to extend the analogy to the other two 
passages, ε 55, «543. Clearly the trio must stand or fall together. 
Read then :— 

) eae ἀφίκετο τηλόθ᾽ ἐοῦσαν, 

veer ἐς νῆσον ᾧ κὸν κόμιθ, ἔνθα περ ἄλλαι. 
So far as regards the usage of the verb (ἀφικέσθαι) and the 
preposition (és) in combination with this particular noun, νῆσον, 
it may be useful to compare :— 

ΚΙ Alaly 8 és νῆσον ἀφικόμεθ'. ἔνθα δ᾽ ἔναιε = κ 135 

127 Θρινακίην δ᾽ ἐς νῆσον ἀφίξεαι' ἔνθα δὲ πολλαὶ 

261 αὐτίκ᾽ ἔπειτα θεοῦ ἐς ἀμύμονα νῆσον 
ixdpeO’. 
From these facts we get an insight into the general principle 
which governed the introduction of the defining article into the 
Homeric poems. The process may be regarded as coincident 
with the development of the later usage. Wherever with a 
delicate and loving regard for the credit of The Poet the article 
could be introduced without detriment to the meaning and metre, 
there it insinuated itself and was ultimately allowed to stand. 
So the process went on of bringing Homer up to date. Now let 
us look at the remaining four instances of τὴν νῆσον. These must 
have an interest as tending either to confirm or invalidate the 
hypothesis which is really an inference from the facts already 
stated. We find then :— 
p 201 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἐλείπομεν, αὐτίκ᾽ ἔπειτα 
403 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἐλείπομεν, οὐδέ τις ἄλλη 
66 


BOOK V € §5-59 


¢ 146 ἔνθ᾽ ov τις τὴν νῆσον ἐσέδρακεν ὀφθαλμοῖσιν" 

pp 276 ἀλλὰ παρὲξ τὴν νῆσον ἐλαύνετε νῆα μέλαιναν. 
In the first two examples ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ νῆσον μὲν seems a probable 
restoration, because μέν in this position as an emphasizing particle 
without a corresponding δέ is quite Homeric, e.g. € 301, In 
later times, however, this particular usage became unfamiliar 
and antiquated. 

In the last two instances the remedy, if other than the 
above, is not determinable from parallel passages, I will content 
myself with suggesting that the τὴν νῆσον in. 146 might have 
come from πρὶν νῆσον, and that in μ 276 from τάχα νῆσον. It 
is clear that either adverb could be readily dropped to make 
accommodation for the article. The adverb would retire socialiter, 
as Horace says, as an act of friendly politeness. Of course other 
suggestions might be made as to the exact word supplanted by 
τήν, but neither passage, I submit, affords support of the slightest 
value to the one-sided idea that the accusative case singular of 
γῆσος possessed in epic times a special and peculiar right to the 
services of the defining article, a right apparently not conceded 
to any other case of this substantive. 

See also ε 375 (Note). 
€59] wip μὲν ἐπ᾿ ἐσχαρόφιν μέγα xatero—. 

Probably the archaic gen. ἐσχαρόο should be read here. The 
Jater nom. was ἐσχάρη, but in the Odyssey, besides dx ἐσχαρόφιγ 
twice (η 169, τ 389), we have only ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάρῃ five times ({ 52, 306, 
Ἢ 153, ξ 420, v 123) and wap ἐσχάρῃ once Ψ 71. 

Clearly in these last six instances ἐσχαροῦ would serve better 
in point of metre, for -y of the dat. is not freely shortened before 
a vowel. If we put side by side :-— 

€59 πῦρ μὲν ἐπ᾽ ἐσχαρόφιν μέγα καίετο 

ν 123 ἀνέκαιον ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάρῃ ἀκάματον πῦρ 
it is difficult to believe that the so-called metaplastic form, 
ἐσχαρόφι, does not afford better evidence of the real Homeric 
word than any number of repetitions of an inevitable moderniza- 
tion, for such ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάρῃ would be of ἐπ᾽ ἐσχαροῦ (ἐσχαρόο, 
éoxape’). 

The only evidence the Homeric poems present against this 
probable conclusion is afforded by the curious line, in which the 
noun occurs in the Iliad :-— 
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K 418 ὅσσαι μὲν Τρώων πυρὸς ἐσχάραι, οἷσιν ἀνάγκη, 
οἱ δ᾽ ἐγρηγόρθασι---. 


Few, probably, will find this evidence convincing. It requires 
a stalwart faith in the truth of tradition, far more than I can 
claim to possess, to trust to such an anchor. Of the two rival 
versions we may say with Virgil :— 

Et vitula tu dignus et hic. 
I will not criticize them. Let them rest in peace. They are past 
praying for. 

Me muttire nefas. nec clam nec cum scrobe, nusquam. 

ε 62] δαιομένων" ἡ δ᾽ ἔνδον ἀοιδιάουσ᾽ ὀπὶ καλῇ---. 

We have A 604 ἀμειβόμεναι ὀπὶ καλῇ of the Muses and 
κ 221 dedovons ὀπὶ καλῇ of Circe. This is the only place where 
the original digamma of dri (vox, vocis) is clearly disregarded, 
for A 13}, 98 are clearly perversions of ἐπάκουσαν (-εν) and 
cannot be relied upon. 

Here we have the remarkable variant noted in Sch. HPQ 
yp καὶ οὕτως, 

δαιομένων" νύμφη δὲ ἐυπλοκαμοῦσα Καλυψώ. 
The basis of this variant is the proper name. The rest is 
evidently derived with the least possible change from 1. 57 
τῷ ἔνι νύμφη 
ναῖεν ἐυπλόκαμος" 
We see in this a good example of the easy growth of a variant, 
if a start once be given. I suggest that the line originally stood 
thus :— 
- δαιομέψων" ἡ δ᾽ ἔνδον ἀοιδιάουσα Καλυψώ. 
The more attractive ὀπὶ καλῇ, which I would not willingly 
abandon, if it were admissible, can only be due to the reminis- 
cence of A 604 and καὶ 221 helped by κ 226 :— 
ὦ φίλοι, ἔνδον yap τις ἐποιχομένη μέγαν ἱστὸν 
καλὸν ἀοιδιάει---. 
ε 9] οὐ γάρ τ᾽ ἀγνῶτες θεοὶ ἀλλήλοισι πέλονται 
ἀθάνατοι, οὐδ᾽ εἴ τις ἀπόπροθι δώματα ναίει. 

The condemnation of these two lines by R. P. Knight 
(‘commenta putida et inficeta’) was probably based on the 
general consideration that the explanation was not needed. 
Still their presence in the text shows that the hearers of the 
Homeric poems at the time of their insertion had a liking for 
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these little explanations, and if so, why should not the earlier 
hearers in the time of Homer himself have liked them also? Why 
in fact should not the audiences for whom the poem was originally 
composed have had the same simple curiosity to know the reason 
why Calypsorecognized Hermes asthe paullo-post-Homericaudiences 
must have had? 

In other respects the only objection that can be raised 
against |. 79 is that ἀγνῶτες is not found elsewhere in Homer. 
We have only ἄγνωστος (8 175, ν 191, 397) ‘unrecognized ’, 
‘unrecognizable.’ Here ἀγνῶτες means apparently ‘unable to 
recognize’, otherwise ἄγνωστοι would have served. But we 
must also not forget that the later Greeks were quite capable 
of changing ἄγνωστοι into ἀγνῶτες on their own responsibility. 
We cannot therefore reject the line on this ground. 

To 1. 80 may be objected the flatness of ἀθάνατοι in such 
an emphatic position and the hiatus in the second foot (illicitus). 
In the other examples of initial ἀθάνατοι, A 64, 128, ὃ 586, there 
is real force and no sequent hiatus. Here I would suggest that 
the true reading and punctuation have been slightly interfered 
with because of the influence of the two lines just referred to, 
and that here we should read :— 

οὐ yap T ἀγνῶτες θεοὶ ἀλλήλοισι πέλονται, 
ἀθανάτων οὐδ᾽ εἴ τις ἀπόπροθι δώματα ναίει. 
This order of words is not unlike such examples as :— 

035 ἀθανάτων ὅς τίς σε φυλάσσει τε ῥύεταί Te. 0 25, &C. 

ν 143 ἀνδρῶν δ᾽ εἴ πέρ τίς σε βίῃ καὶ κάρτει εἴκων---. 
and on this principle in § 187 τόν ῥ᾽ Ἠοῦς ἔκτεινε φαεινῆς ἀγλαὸς 
vids We may venture to restore 

"Hoos ὅν ῥ᾽ ἔκτεινε. 
ε 183] οἷον δὴ τὸν μῦθον ἐπεφράσθης ἀγορεῦσαι. 
Probably οἷον δή twa μῦθον. Compare ε 348 -:--- 
ὄφρ᾽ εἰδῇς οἷόν τι ποτὸν τόδε νηῦς ἐκεκεύθει---. 
The same remedy may be applied to the other similar depravation, 
λ 519 (v. Note). 
ε 188] ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν νοέω καὶ φράσσομαι 

Φράσσομαι here apparently represents an archaic φράδσομαι 
i. q. φράζομαι. There is no point in the change to the future 
here. The action is sufficiently marked as progressive by the 


present tense. 
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ε 1007] καὶ yap ἐμοὶ νόος ἐστὶν ἐναίσιμος, οὐδέ μοι αὐτῇ 
θυμὸς ἐνὶ στήθεσσι σιδήρεος, ἀλλ᾽ ἐλεήμων. 

An impossible contrast between the speaker,.Calypso, and 
the gods of Olympus is suggested by αὐτῇ, Read οὕτω with 
σιδήρεος, a8 (y 315) οὕτω ὑπερφιάλους, (H 198) νήιδά γ᾽ οὕτω», 
(8 543) ἀσκελὲς οὕτω, (ν 239) οὕτω νώνυμος, (Τ' τ69--ο) 

καλὸν δ᾽ οὕτω ἐγὼν οὔ πω ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσιν, 
οὐδ᾽ οὕτω γεραρόν" 
ε200]} ἱμειρόμενός περ ἰδέσθαι 
σὴν ἄλοχον---- 

Read ἀρέσθαι v. Note on y 233 p. 36 f. It is surely possible 
that Calypso should here ironically and jealously speak of 
Penelope as the prize which Odysseus was longing to win 
v. δ 107 (Note). Bentley’s suggestion of ἱκέσθαι seems to me 
less likely, not so much because ἱκέσθαι comes also at the end 
of ]. 207, as because ita usage when followed by an accus. of 
the person hardly justifies its occurrence here. Perhaps others may 
feel that this is so, on comparing ὃ 84, { 304, ἢ 141, 2 151, o 109, 
518, p 516, ψΨ 314, A 139, & 260, X 123. Only in this passage 
would ‘to draw near to’, ‘to approach’ be felt to be inadequate. 
€240] ata πάλαι περίκηλα, τά οἱ πλώοιεν ἐλαφρῶς. 

I suggest that this line originally read thus :--- 

ava πάλαι περίκηλ᾽, ἅ κέ of πλώοιεν ἐλαφρῶς. 

The pure optative here is not of course entirely without 
the support of other passages, in which we might have expected 
to find xe, as E 303 for example. But both after past tenses 
and primary tenses (Monro, H. G. § 304), the weight of usage is 
altogether in favour of the necessity for the particle in such 
clauses as this, whether we regard them as final or virtually 
independent. Compare from this same book :— 

166 ἐνθήσω pevoexd, ἅ κέν τοι λιμὸν ἐρύκοι---. 
142 οἵ κέν μιν πέμποιεν ἐπ᾽ εὑρέα νῶτα θαλάσσης (= ὃ 560, ε 17). 

The case of y 319 q.v. is similar to this in respect of the 
omission of xe, as also is y 231, where the question is discussed 
in one of its aspects. 

ε 255} πρὸς δ᾽ dpa πηδάλιον ποιήσατο, ὄφρ᾽ ἰθύνοι. 

Here we may restore the Homeric form of expression, and 
bid farewell to another example of hiatus licitus by reading :— 

πρὸς δ᾽ dpa πηδάλιον ποιήσατο, τῷ κ᾽ ἰθύνοι. 
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Messrs. van Leeuwen and da Costa condemn the line as 
spurious on the extraordinary ground that a rudder would be 
a useless encumbrance, if the wind were favourable. ‘Guber- 
naculum non requiritur ab eo, cui οὖρον dea a tergo est immissura ; 
rati autem additum vix quicquam potuit prodesse.’? The learned 
critics cannot have had any experience of the ways of a 
small sailing boat. They would probably be surprised to find 
that the only time the rudder is perfectly useless is when there 
is no breeze blowing at all. If they were to try to effect a 
landing at any given spot, with a fair wind a tergo, as they say, 
and no rudder, their efforts would certainly be more amusing 
to the spectators than to themselves. They would probably recant 
about the non-necessity for a rudder at once and for ever. 
e261] μοχλοῖσιν δ᾽ dpa τήν ye κατείρυσεν εἰς ἅλα δῖαν. 

Bentley proposed τὴν καταείρυσεν. It would surely be better 
to retain τήν ye and read, not κατέξρυσεν, an imaginary form 
suggested by van Leeuwen and da Costa, but καθείλκυσεν, cf. 

B 152 ἅπτεσθαι νηῶν ἠδ᾽ ἑλκέμεν εἰς ἅλα δῖαν----. 
Ἐξ 91, 100. Conversely, Β 165 ἄλαδ᾽ ἑλκέμεν might be corrected 
ἐρύειν ἅλαδ᾽. 
ε 265] ἐν δέ οἱ ἀσκὸν ἔθηκε θεὰ μέλανος οἴνοιο 

τὸν ἕτερον, ἕτερον δ᾽ ὕδατος μέγαν, ἐν δὲ καὶ ἦα 

κωρύκῳ. 
According to the not particularly valuable terminology of the 
ancient critics 1. 266 is ἀκέφαλος, ‘headless,’ because it begins 
with a tribrach instead of a dactyl. This licence is a neces- 
sary one with such words as ζεφυρίη (η 119), ἐπίτονος (μ 423), 
Πριαμίδης, &c., but ἕτερος involves no such necessity. More- 
over we may observe it is not the head alone in this case that 
exhibits a quantitative defect but, to continue the metaphor, 
the shoulders also are similarly afflicted, so that the epithet 
dxépados by no means reveals the full horror of the pheno- 
menon. In plain words we have here not one tribrach only to 
commence the line but two consecutive ones, both wholly 
gratuitous. . 

I believe that Homer never could have propounded, and never 
did propound, such a metrical monstrosity as a verse at all. The 
staggering melody of :— 

τὸν ἕτερον, ἕτερον δ᾽ 
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appears to me to be nothing but the giossarial transformation 
of the primitive :— 
τὸν μέν, τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον. 

Let Homer himself vouch for his own usage. Our recog- 
nized text affords a fairly abundant crop of examples in point 
from both Iliad and Odyssey :— 

E 145 τὸν μὲν ὑπὲρ μαζοῖο βαλὼν χαλκήρεϊ Soupi, 
τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον ξίφεϊ μεγάλῳ κληῖδα παρ᾽ ὦμον. 
ν 6) τὴν μὲν φᾶρος ἔχουσαν ξυπλυνὲς 752 χιτῶνα, 
τὴν δ᾽ ἑτέρην χηλὸν πυκινὴν ἅμ᾽ ὅπασσε κομίζεν. 
Χ 149 ἡ μὲν γάρ θ' ὕδατι λιαρῷ ῥέει, « « « 
ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρη θέρεϊ προρέει ἐικυῖα χαλάζῃ. 
ι.429 ὁ μὲν ἐν μέσῳ ἄνδρα φέρεσκε, 
τὼ δ᾽ ἑτέρω ἑκάτερθεν ἴτην σώοντες ἑταίρονς. 
κ 352 τάων ἡ μὲν ἔβαλλε θρόνοις ἕνι ῥήγεα καλά, « « « 
ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρη προπάροιθε θρόνων ἐτίταινε τραπέζας. 
μ Ἶ3 οἱ δὲ δύο σκόπελοι ὃ μὲν οὐρανὸν εὑρὺν ἱκάνει * « « 
(101) τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον σκόπελον χθαμαλώτερον ὄψε᾽, ᾿Οδυσσεῦ, 
Μ 88 οἱ μὲν ἅμ᾽ Ἕκτορ᾽ ἴσαν « « « 
(93) τῶν δ᾽ ἑτέρων Πάρις ἦρχε καὶ ᾿Αλκάθοος. 
Cf. Π 13 « « « 170. 
Outside Homer reference may be made to Hesiod, Op. 14, Mim- 
nermus, 2, 5, &c., but the quoted passages are surely sufficient to 
establish my position. 

Now in later times this particular formula passed out of use. 
It is elliptical, and any one who was desirous to set it forth at 
full Jength, would of course write ἕτερον before or after μέν, 
producing :— 

τὸν ἕτερον μέν, τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον. 
Cf. ἘΞ 2712 χειρὶ δὲ τῇ ἑτέρῃ μέν κα «, τῇ δ᾽ ἑτέῃς. The next 
step is to delete μέν leaving ἕτερον in sole possession, and 
necessitating ἕτερον δ᾽ instead of τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον. 

So far I believe, few will refuse to accompany me in this 
emendation; but I am less confident about gaining assent to 
the proposal to transpose ὕδατος μέγαν, which nevertheless I hold 
to be essential to the complete restoration of the line :— 

τὸν μὲν, τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον μέγαν ὕδατος. 
Unfortunatelysome scholars seem anxious, as the later Greeks 
probably were here, to relieve Homer, wherever possible, from 
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the imputation of having needlessly and heedlessly lengthened 
the v of ὕδωρ. The most reasonable conclusion seems rather to 
be this, that the long quantity of the vowel is just as valid for 
the old epic as the short one, which ultimately prevailed. 

It may of course be asked, why, if the above statement 
of the matter be correct, the other instances of ὁ μέν---, ὁ δ᾽ 
ἕτερος were not tampered with and altered in a similar way. 
To a certain extent the question is an irrelevant one, for after 
all every passage is subject to its own special risks; but apart 
from these it may be well to note as a general rule, that the 
modernizing process, guided by the intuitive vox populi rather 
than by any learned critical acumen, is likely to have been 
applied more freely to the text of the Odyssey than of the 
Iliad because of the greater popularity of the more romantic 
and adventurous poem. More particularly, as may be seen 
from the above examples, this is the only passage in which τὸν 
μέν is immediately followed by τὸν δ᾽ ἕτερον. In every other 
instance what may be called the peculiar irregularity of the 
contrast is made less apparent by reason of the interposition of 
several words, in one instance (μ 73 ff.) of a considerable 
paragraph. To the possible influence of ὕδατος I have already 
alluded. 

ε 279] ὀκτωκαιδεκάτῃ δὲ φάνη ὄρεα σκιόεντα (= ἡ 268). 
The true reading here is, I submit :- 
φανεσκ᾽ ὄρεα 
‘the mountains began to appear’, ‘became gradually visible’. 
The aor. is wrong, if Classen’s explanation of ἠέλιος δύσετο be 
regarded as sound. For φάνεσκε see μ 241-2, A 687, A 64. 
The following line 
γαίης Φαιήκων, ὅθι τ᾽ ἄγχιστον πέλεν αὐτῷ 
is a manifest interpolation of an ordinary kind. Some one was 
anxious to give prompt information as to the whereabouts of the 
‘dim mountains’, and of course his γαίης Φαιήκων is right and 
unexceptionable. He could hardly fail so far, especially as he 
had 1. 345 to borrow from and ἡ 269 to inspire him: but what 
are we to say of the remainder of the line? ‘ Where it was 
nearest to him’ is an extreme specimen of flabbiness and bathos. 
It is needless to point out that neither πέλεν nor αὐτῷ is properly 
Homeric. Accordingly the line must be disallowed. 
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It follows that in the difficult 1. 281 :— 
εἴσατο δ᾽ ὡς dre ῥινὸν ἐν ἠεροειδέι πόντῳ 

the subject to εἴσατο is ὄρεα, and there may be more in the 
reading épwov attributed to Aristarchus by the Scholia, and 
explained by them and by Hesych. as equivalent to νέφος 
‘cloud ’, ‘mist’, than is commonly supposed. This is undoubtedly 
what distant mountains would seem like to the eyes of an 
approaching sailor. Odysseus does not seem to know that he 
is near any land until much later, after he is informed by Ino. 
If he had seen anything like a shield, ῥινόν, or a promontory, 
piov, he would have had no doubt about the matter, and would 
almost certainly have asked himself what land it could be in his 
first soliloquy, ll. 299-312. 

€ 303] oloww νεφέεσσι περιστέφει οὐρανὸν εὐρὺν 

Ζεύς ---. 

The correct construction of περιστέφει in this sentence would 
be ola νέφεα περιστέφει οὐρανῷ εὐρέ. The true verb, however, 
is, I submit, περιτρέφει, ‘curdles.’ Two MSS., Palatinus and 
Hamburgensis, come as near as περιστρέφε. So in E 903, 
where περιτρέφεται is accepted from Eust. and the Lexica, the 
MSS. are solid for περιστρέφετα. Even in ἔ 477 the same 
depravation may be traced. The restored metaphor is certainly 
& very striking one. 

ε 328] ὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ὀπωρινὸς Βορέης φορέῃσιν ἀκάνθας 

ἂμ πεδίον, πυκιναὶ δὲ πρὸς ἀλλήλῃσιν ἔχονται, 

ὡς τὴν ἂμ πέλαγος ἄνεμοι φέρον ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα. 
In the last line I propose to read instead of ἂμ πέλαγος, which 
is a needless assimilation to the ἂμ πεδίον of |. 327, marring both 
the metre and the picture, ἐν πελάγεσσ. The phrase occurs five 
lines further on in the description of Ino :— 

viv δ᾽ ἁλὸς ἐν πελάγεσσι θεῶν ἕξ ἔμμορε τιμῆς. 
and again in the Hymns, ΧΧΧΤΙΙ, 15 λευκῆς ἁλὸς ἐν πελάγεσσιν, 
in both cases enjoying absolute metrical protection. 

In the passage under discussion the thistle-down, or what- 
ever it is that is denoted by ἀκάνθας (1. 328), is blown over the 
ground which it never touches or touches only at intervals; 
but the water-logged raft, half sunk in the waves while it 
is being carried this way and that by the winds, is never 
for a moment lifted above the surface of the sea. Therefore 

74 


BOOK V e 328 


ἐν πελάγεσσι conveys a more realistic and true idea of the 
scene than ἂμ πέλαγος. In this connexion Curtius’ explana- 
tion (Gr. Et.‘ p. 278) of πέλαγος as the beating buffeting water 
(wAay-, πλήσσω, plango) is interesting. 

The dat. plur. in -eo. and -ἐσσι was peculiarly liable to 
Misapprehension and corruption when the « was elided before a 
vowel, One instance I have already dealt with, ὃ 163 ἔπεσσ᾽ for 
éxos, if my idea be right. Perhaps it would not be out of 
place here to set down briefly an instance or two, where this 
particular error has upset the grammatical construction :— 

E 329 abba δὲ Τυδείδην μέθεπε κρατερώνυχας ἵππους. 
Here Zenodotus read κρατερωνύχεσ᾽ ἵπποις. Rightly, I think; 
for the objection to ἵπποις at the end of the line (pace Nauck) 
cannot be sustained, cf. N 426, Γ 274, ὃ 578, &c. 

An interesting and tolerably convincing example is afforded 
by :-— 

Hes. Op. 479 ἥμενος ἀμήσεις, ὀλίγον περὶ χειρὸς ἐέργων. 
Clearly nothing can be made οὗ χειρός. χείρεσ᾽ ἐέργων accounts 
for the tradition and gives a satisfactory sense. Hermann indeed 
suggested χειρὶ ἐέργων restoring the grammar at the expense of the 
metre. Believers in a long « of the dat. may accept even this: sed 
non ego credulus illis. 

So also I would emend the curious phrase in the Hymn to 
Hermes :— 

153 κεῖτο χέλυν ἐρατὴν ἐπ᾿ ἀριστερὰ χειρὸς ἐέργων. 
χείρεσ᾽ ἐέργων, ‘clasping in his arms,’ is surely meant. 

This same form χείρεσ᾽ has produced χεῖρας more than once. 
Take the case of :— 

O 228 ἔπλετο, ὅττι πάροιθε νεμεσσηθεὶς ὑπόειξε 

χεῖρας ἐμάς, ἐπεὶ οὗ κεν ἀνιδρωτί γ᾽ ἐτελέσθη. 
There can be, I should imagine, little doubt as to the necessity 
for χείρεσ᾽ ἐμῇς here, and I may take the opportunity to point 
out that the first line also seems to require a slight change to 
restore its integrity, thus :— 

ἔπλεθ', ὅτι προπάροιθε νεμεσσηθεὶς ὑπόειξε 

χείρεσ᾽ ἐμῇς" 
very similar is :— 

χ 63 οὐδέ κεν ds ἔτι χεῖρας ἐμὰς λήξαιμε φόνοιο, 
where χείρεσ᾽ ἐμῇς is a manifest grammatical improvement, 
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(χείρεσ᾽ ἀπολλήξαιμι ὃ), unless we are to suppose that λήξαελεε 
has superseded παΐσαιμι, a possible but not very likely con- 
tingency, as it would be more natural to expect the converse 
change, cf. Hym. Dem. 351, 339. 

Again in the common phrase ὕδωρ ἐπὶ χεῖρας ἔχεναν (-ev) 
(Τ 270, 1174, a 146, ὃ 216, &c.) we may at least suspect that 
χείρεσ᾽ was once read, if only from 0 303 χερσὶν ὕδωρ ἐπιχεῦαε 
and ὃ 213 χερσὶ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὕδωρ χευάντων. . 

Neither do I think we ought to place implicit faith in the 
correctness of the accusatives μνηστῆρας ἀγήνορας in the following 
passage :— 

B 235 ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τοι μνηστῆρας ἀγήνορας οὗ τι μεγαίρω 

ἔρδειν ἔργα βίαια κακορραφίῃσι νόοιο" 
The dative μνηστήρεσ᾽ ἀγηνόρεσ᾽ seems almost, if not quite, essen- 
tial to the sense, as otherwise the grudging would naturally 
be taken to apply to the persons addressed by the speaker, in 
this case the people of Ithaca. In the parallel passage y 55 
there is of course an intentional ambiguity. 

I will conclude with a passage in which the grammatical 
construction cannot be very seriously objected to. It is :— 

A 51 αὐτὰρ ἔπειτ᾽ αὐτοῖσι βέλος ἐχεπευκὲς ἐφιεὶς 

βαάλλ.. 
There are however considerations, setting aside the metrical gain, 
which lend support to the subjoined emendation :— 

αὐτὰρ ἔπειτ᾽ αὐτοὺς βελέεσσ᾽ ἐχεπευκέσ᾽ ἐφιεὶς 

Badr’. 
The dominating verb in this sentence is, as its position proves, 
Badd’, not the participle ἐφιείς, with which compare the usage 
of the synonymous rirvoxdpevos in Τ' 80, χ 118, or even ἱέντες 
B 774, 6 626, p 168. See also remark on μεμνημένη α 343. 
Moreover the tense of this verb, indicating, as it does, a repeated 
action, accords better with a plural than a singular noun. 

The corruption is not in itself unnatural to a reciter familiar 
with w 180 :— 

αὑτὰρ ἔπειτ᾽ ἄλλοις ἐφίει βέλεα στονόεντα 

ἄντα τιτυσκόμενος, ----. 
But there the verb is ἐφίει, and the participle, as I contend should 
be the case here, does not influence the construction. 

The above evidence, I submit, is sufficient to establish a very 
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strong probability that this particular misreading has been to a cer- 
tain extent a real source of textual error. Cf. v 163, x 460 (Notes). 
€ 343] εἵματα ταῦτ᾽ ἀποδὺς σχεδίην ἀνέμοισι φέρεσθαι 

κάλλιπ᾽, ἀτὰρ χείρεσσι νέων ἐπιμαίεο νόστον 

γαίης Φαιήκων, ὅθι τοι μοῖρ᾽ ἐστιν ἀλύξαι. 

I suggest here νόσφι in place of the impossible νόστον. It is 
clear that the commentators and translators are mistaken in 
taking χείρεσσι with νέων. That χείρεσσι goes with ἐπιμαίεο and 
nothing else is placed beyond doubt by 


X 591 τῶν ὁπότ᾽ ἰθύσειε γέρων ἐπὶ χερσὶ μάσασθαι —. 
t 302, τ 480. 
νεών νόσφι, ‘swimming away from it,’ the σχεδίη, just 
mentioned, the drifting wreck. 
The arrangement of the words is not unexampled. Com- 
pare :— 
€ 142 ἢ γούνων λίσσοιτο λαβὼν εὐώπιδα κούρην 
A 423-4. See also Classical Review, May, 1899, Ρ. 195. 
€ 162 ἀλλ᾽ dye δούρατα μακρὰ ταμὼν ἁρμόζεο χαλκῷ [εὐρεῖαν oxedinv: 
« 3791} ἀλλ’ οὐδ᾽ ds σε ἔολπα ὀνόσσεσθαι κακότητος 
(κακότητα XU ante correcturam FD [os superscriptum F* Ὁ», 
Et. Gud. §81, 60 Ludwich). 
Here κακότητα, the acc., should be read of necessity. ὄνομαι, 
‘to make little of’ (v. Note on p 378), occurs with sufficient 
frequency to leave no doubt upon the point :-— 
A 539 ἔνθα κεν οὐκέτι ἔργον ἀνὴρ ὀνόσαιτο μετελθών ---. 
Ν 12] καρτεραί, ἃς οὔτ᾽ ἂν κεν “Apns ὀνόσαιτο μετελθών ---. 
P 399 τόν γε ἰδοῦσ᾽ ὀνόσαιτ᾽, οὐδ᾽ εἰ μάλα μιν χόλὸς ἵκοι. 
Ἐ οπ(- P 173) νῦν δέ σεν ὠνοσάμην πάγχν φρένας, οἷον ἔειπες. 
Ω 439 οὐκ ἄν τίς τοι πομπὸν ὀνοσσάμενος μαχέσαιτο. 
I 58 οὔ τίς τοι τὸν μῦθον ὀνόσσεται, ὅσσοι ᾿Αχαιοί 
Ν 287 οὐδέ κεν ἔνθα reov γε μένος καὶ χεῖρας ὄνοιτο 
6 239 νείκεσεν ds ἂν σὴν ἀρετὴν βροτὸς οὗτις ὄνοιτο 
φ 427 οὐχ ὥς με μνηστῆρες ἀτιμάζοντες ὄνονται 
P 25 ἧς ἥβης ἀπόνηθ᾽, ὅτε μ᾽ ὥνατο καί μ᾽ ὑπέμεινε 
Not only so, but the reason for the appearance of the genitive 
here is quite apparent. In the passages where this verb is used 
with irony as here, the ancients, oblivious of the irony, were con- 
tinually attributing to it the meaning of the middle voice of 
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ὀνίνημι. See the scholia on p 378, 0 241, Apoll. Lex., &. Of 
course ὀνήσομαι does take a genitive :—r 68 δαιτὸς ὄγησο. 

II 31 τί σεν ἄλλος ὀνήσεται ὀψίγονός περ ; 
and P 25 above. In our passage ὀνήσεσθαι Anec, Oxon. I. 
449, 18. 

For the rest I will just draw attention to the fact that here 
only ἔλπομαι is used in reference to a matter within the speaker’s 
own power. Is Poseidon doubtful of his ability to execute his 
threat? Itrow not. The use of the verb is part of the irony 
which has generally escaped the notice of commentators. He 
makes pretence of being not quite sure. σέ ye βέλπομ᾽ ὃ If 50, 
the later Greeks preferred a hiatus to the elision of a diphthong. 
€ 393] — μεγάλου ὑπὸ κύματος ἀρθείς. 

Read μεγάλῳ ὑπὸ κύματ᾽ ἀερθείς. For ὑπό with dative v. 
Note on y 235. van Leeuwen and da Costa read ἐπί needlessly. 
€ 421] ἡγέ τί μοι καὶ κῆτος ἐπισσεύῃ μέγα δαίμων 

ἐξ ἁλός, οἷά τε πολλὰ τρέφει κλυτὸς ᾿Αμφιτρίτη" 

Schol. Harl. gives the information that Aristarchus wrote 
ely GXi, are, πολλά. According to Aristonicus he had ἐξ ἁλός. 
The latter seems hardly possible, seeing that Odysseus himself was 
actually εἶν ἁλί I submit that Aristarchus really read the two 
lines thus :— 

ἠέ τί μοι καὶ κῆτος ἐπισσεύῃ μέγα δαίμων, 
elvade οἷά τε πολλὰ κτλ. 

Compare for the order of words μ 331, ε 15, and Note on ¢ 80 
above. 
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ἴ 29] ἐκ γάρ τοι τούτων φάτις ἀνθρώπους ἀναβαίνει 
ἐσθλή, χαίρουσιν δὲ πατὴρ καὶ πότνια μήτηρ. 

The scholion of the Codex Harleianus, collated by Porson for 
the Grenville Homer, runs thus: ἐκ γάρ τοι τοιούτων φάτις ἀνθρώ- 
πων ἀναβαίνει" Καλλίστρατος δὲ χάρις ἀντὶ τοῦ χαρά' μεταποιῆσαι δέ 
φησι τὸν ᾿Αριστοφάνην φάτις. If the statement that Aristophanes 
altered χάρις to φάτις be trustworthy, that critic is certainly 
entitled to the credit of having maintained the true reading 
against a dangerous intruder. But there is an even more 
important piece of information to be derived from this scholion, 

78 


BOOK VI £39 


viz. that its author read 1. 29 with two considerable variations 
from our vulgate as given above. He clearly had the couplet 
before him in this form :-— 

ἐκ yap τοιούτων φάτις ἀνθρώπων ἀναβαίνει 

ἐσθλή, χαίρουσιν δὲ πατὴρ καὶ πότνια μήτηρ. 
‘For from such things a right goodly report among men ariseth, 
and father and lady mother rejoice.’ 

We have not, it is true, é yap τοιούτων actually presented, 
but only the intermediate dittographic stage, ἐκ γάρ τοι τοιούτων, 
through which the vulgate is readily and, it might almost be said, 
inevitably reached. But after all it is a matter of comparative 
indifference whether we say ‘ from these things’ (not surely ‘ from 
these men’, as one editor at least would have it), or ‘from such 
things’. The second change, however, ἀνθρώπων for ἀνθρώπους, is 
one of considerable importance and, unlike the former, may be 
regarded as essential not only to the integrity but also to the 
intelligibility of the text. It is, I submit, a quite inadmissible 
and unwarrantable vagary to render ἀνθρώπους ἀναβαίνει, as we 
are now obliged to do, ‘spreads among men,’ instead of ‘ ascends 
men’ or ‘mounts up men’, which rendering indeed would serve 
excellently well, if men were only mountains or could be regarded 
poetically as elevations, cf. 

A 497 jepin δ᾽ ἀνέβη μέγαν οὐρανὸν Οὔλυμπόν τε. 

σ 302 ἡ μὲν ἔπειτ᾽ ἀνέβαιν᾽ ὑπερώια δῖα γυναικῶν. 
From a recognition of this difficulty ἀνθρώπους ἄνα βαίνει has 
been excogitated, or adopted from Eustathius, by Hermann and 
welcomed by Nitzsch, who actually rebukes Hermann for having 
bestowed words of approval on ἀνθρώπων and ἀνθρώποις (Schol. 
MS. Pal.). But to say nothing of the fact that ἀνὰ ἀνθρώπους is 
hardly a Homeric expression (v. Ebeling Lex. Hom. s. dvd), I am 
afraid this dissevering device equally fails to give a satisfactory 
result. In fact it leaves the matter pretty much as it was except 
that men are now fancifully regarded as possessing horizontal 
instead of vertical extension. 

No wonder then that Dr. Merry remarks of the vulgate in his 
note on the passage ‘this construction with ἀναβαίνειν finds no 
exact parallel’; but when he proceeds to say ‘though Eustathius 
says well ἀναβαίνει ὁμοιότητά τινα ἔχει πρὸς τὸ ἀναδέδρομε᾽, the 
point of adding this as a qualification of the first remark is not 
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at all clear. It enforces what has gone before, but does not 
modify it in the slightest degree. The only difficulty is that 
ἀναβαίνει is, if anything, too much like ἀναδέδρομε; for neither 
verb will admit after it an accusative such as ἀνθρώπους with 
any propriety. Schol. R. interprets ἀναβαίνει here as transitive, 
ἀναβιβάζει, αὔξει : but this is of course an error. It would really 
be better, if the acc. had to be retained at any cost, to change 
ἀναβαίνει to dvadaive, ‘sets men in the light,’ ‘gives them 
notoriety,’ or to something equivalent. There is, however, no 
need for such extreme measures. The expression in the scholion, 
φάτις ἀνθρώπων, ‘what men say,’ ‘popular rumour,’ is not only 
satisfactory in sense, but is thoroughly in accord with Homeric 
᾿ usage, as can easily be shown. It seems indeed that φάτις never 
occurs except in combination with a dependent genitive :— 

φ 323 ἀλλ᾽ αἰσχυνό φάτιν ἀνδρῶν ἠδὲ γυναικῶν, 

I 460 δήμου θῆκε φάτιν καὶ ὀνείδεα πόλλ᾽ ἀνθρώπων. 

Once this genitive is objective :— 
y 362 αὐτίκα yap φάτις εἶσιν ἅμ᾽ ἠελίῳ ἀνιόντι 
ἀνδρῶν μνηδτήρων, obs ἔκτανον ἐν μεγάροισι. 
Quite similar is the usage οὗ ἀνθρώπων in such expressions 
as :-- 
Z 351 ὃς pda νέμεσίν re καὶ αἴσχεα πόλλ᾽ ἀνθρώπων. 
O 661 καὶ αἰδῶ θέσθ᾽ evi θυμῷ 
ἄλλων ἀνθρώπων. 
Ζ 202 πάτον ἀνθρώπων ἀλεείνων (οἷ. « 119). 
σ 136 τοῖος γὰρ νόος ἐστὶν ἐπιχθονίων ἀνθρώπων. 
p 487 ἀνθρώπων ὕβριν τε καὶ εὐνομίην ἐφορῶντες. 
1134 ἣ θέμις ἀνθρώπων πέλει, 276 (= Τ' 177). 

There still remains Nitzsch’s objection to ἀναβαίνειν used 
absolutely in the sense of ‘mounts’, ‘arises’. His words are 
‘dvaBaivey kann nicht metaphorisch stehn’. Now we have this 
compound used without the object being expressed in :-- 

#77 οὐδέ κεν ἀμβαίη βροτὸς ἀνὴρ οὐδ᾽ ἐπιβαίη. 

Furthermore the amount of metaphor involved in the passage 
is a mere nothing compared with that which is involved in the 
acknowledged use of other compounds of Baiva, 6. g. rpoBaivew, 
Il 54 6 τε κράτει προβεβήκῃ, ἀμφιβαίνειν, Z 355 πόνος φρένας 
ἀμφιβέβηκεν. These instances are a sufficient refutation of a 
limitation which is almost as unmeaning as arbitrary. Eustathius, 
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as we have seen, had no hesitation about suggesting ἀναδέδρομε as 
the nearest equivalent of ἀναβαίνει here. 

The above arguments, which would go a long way to prove 
the reading φάτις ἀνθρώπων ἀναβαίνει, even if it were a mere 
conjecture, as in the first instance I admit that it was, are, 
surely, amply sufficient to confirm the variant of the scholia of 
two MSS. Harl. and Pal., especially when we consider that an 
original ἀνθρώπων might captiously be objected to as liable to be 
erroneously taken to agree with the preceding τοιούτων or τούτων, 
to say nothing of the natural inclination to give ἀναβαίνειν its usual 
accusative. But Homer was satisfied with essential clearness of 
expression, and his text has only too often been tampered with 
and made to suffer from the ill-regulated fancies of grammatical 
purists. 

ἴ 832] καί τοι ἐγὼ συνέριθος ἅμ᾽ ἕψομαι, ὄφρα τάχιστα 
ἐντύνεαι, ἐπεὶ οὔ τοι ἔτι δὴν παρθένος ἔσσεαι. 

The metrical wreck, for it is nothing less, οὗ 1. 33, well 
illustrates not so much any inability of the later Greeks to com- 
prehend the principles of epic metre, as their decided preference 
for less antiquated methods of scansion, in fact, for a nearer 
approach to the prosody of their own times. Even if their 
reverence for Homer prevented them from actually introducing 
ἐντύνῃ and ἔσσῃ, it is clear that the scansion of both these forms 
is practically secured here. 

Originally, instead of ἐντύνεαι, which we are told is an aor. 
subj., stood ENTYNEAI, that is, ἐντύνηαι, or as it should now be 
written with the elided syllable omitted, ἐντύνη᾽, the present subj., 
‘that you may be getting ready.’ 

With regard to the ending there is some reason to think that 
the word παρθένος in Homer’s time had not yet reached the precise 
sense which undoubtedly belonged to it in later times. Like the 
Sanscrit ‘vardh ’, to which it has been traced, it seems to mean 
merely ‘young girl’. See B 514, and note the usage in :— 

{109 ὡς ἦ γ᾽ ἀμφιπόλοισι μετέπρεπε παρθένος ἀδμής. 
228 ἀμφὶ δὲ εἵματα ἕσσαθ', ἃ of πόρε παρθένος ἀδμής. 
It is an easy matter now to restore ζ 33 to its original 
form :— 
évrivy’, ἐπεὶ ob τοι ἔτι δὴν ἔσσεαι ἀδμής: 
Παρθένος is the inevitable gloss, which has displaced ἀδμής as 
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a refinement demanded by the delicate scrupulosity of a more 
artificially cultivated age. By itself ἀδμής is in short an ἀπρεπές : 
even in ζ 109 we still can trace an attempt to eliminate it in 
favour of an aesthetic ἁγνή. | 
ἴ 60] καὶ δὲ σοὶ αὐτῷ ἔοικε μετὰ πρώτοισιν edvra—. 
This line has been corrected by Fick into :— 

καὶ δ᾽ αὐτόν σε ἔοικε μετὰ πρώτοισιν ἐόντα 
by van Leeuwen and da Costa into :— 

καὶ σ᾽ αὐτῷ δὲ ἔοικε μετὰ πρώτοισιν ἐόντα 
and previously by Payne Knight into :— 

καὶ δὲ σοὶ αὐτῷ ἐόντι μετὰ πρώτοισι ἔοικε. 
The traditional order is undoubtedly wrong, as ἔοικε (féFouxe) could 
no more drop its initial f in Homer’s day, than λέλυκε could shed. 
its initial ἃ in the time of Thucydides. It should be noticed, 
however, that there is very fair MSS authority for ἐόντι as against 
ἐόντα, as also for ἔχοντι in 1. 61. 

The second of the above emendations we may disregard, as it 
is vitiated by the position assigned to δέ, a position unwarranted 
by epic usage. Against the first there is no such tangible 
objection, Still, it is not quite fanciful to observe that, with 
the pronoun emphasized as here by αὐτῷ (αὐτόν), and perhaps 
by καί, it is very questionable whether the accusative is even 
possible. The impropriety falls upon the daughter in the first 
place for her negligence, but also (καὶ δέ) upon Alcinous himself 
for allowing the neglect of duty, and suffering himself to be untidy 
on such occasions. It seems to me then that the datives σοὶ αὐτῷ 
must in any case be maintained, and if so Payne Knight’s arrange- 
ment is the only possible one. 

This raises the interesting question whether transposition of 
words should be recognized as a form of corruption in epic verse. 
Great modern authorities have hastily answered this in the 
negative: but their position is certainly untenable, It would be 
impossible here to examine in detail even a tithe of the passages 
which it would be necessary to consider for the full discussion of 
the point. I will, however, refer to a few examples without 
comment. Not altogether unlike the present case is :— 


Hes. Op. 234 τίκτουσιν δὲ γυναῖκες ἐοικότα τέκνα γονεῦσιν. 


where γονεῦσι--- γυναῖκες is required. 
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N 204 ἧκε δέ μιν σφαιρηδὸν ἑλιξάμενος. Read σφαιρηδὸν δέ 
puy ἧκε with Heyne. 
211 εὐξαμένου ἐμὲ αὖτις ὑπότροπον οἴκαδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι 
οἴκαδ᾽ --- αὖτις Fick. 
κ 240 καὶ δέμας, αὐτὰρ νοῦς ἦν ἔμπεδος---- ἔην νόος Knight. 
v 374 Τηλέμαχον ἐρέθιζον ἐπὶ ξείνοις γελόωντες. Read γελόωντες 


-,-ἐρέθιζον. 
6 305 σμερδαλέον 8 ἐβόησε γέγωνέ τε πᾶσι θεοῖσι. Read 
θεοῖσι----γεγώνει. 


There is also another question which naturally arises here 
and deserves a full investigation. Is the usage of the acc. and 
infin. following a verb governing the dative really Homeric, as 
Dr. Monro apparently would have us believe (H. G. § 240), or 
is it of later origin and obtruded on Homer by a wholesale 
modification of the primitive tradition ? 

Here, for instance, it is difficult to put much faith in the 
validity of ἔχοντα (1. 61) as against ἔχοντι, when we once accept 
ἐόντι, as it appears we must, in 1. 60. 

That there was a tendency in later times to introduce the 
acc, for the dat. is clear from the case of T 80 :— 

χαλεπὸν yap ἐπισταμένῳ περ ἐόντι, 
where Aristarchus is the sole authority for the dat., the MSS. being 
absolutely unanimous for a quite impossible ἐπιστάμενόν περ ἐόντα. 
Compare I. 398-9, ® 184-5. 

In the Hym. Dion. 8—9 ἐπιληθόμενον is generally read, though 
the MS. has ἐπιληθόμενοι, pointing directly to the more metrical 
ἐπιληθομένῳ. See also π᾿ 88-9 (Note), and τ 221 (Note). 

L 64] οἱ δ᾽ αἰεὶ ἐθέλουσι νεόπλυτα cipar ἔχοντες 

Here already we probably have an instance of the removal 
of a slightly archaic form by transposition, as the hiatus indicates. 
Why should one more hiatus matter among so many, it might be 
said. Let us recall :— 

αἰεὶ δ᾽ οἵ γ᾽ ἐθέλουσι----, or αἰεὶ τοί γ᾽ ἐθέλουσι---. 
ἴ 821] μάστιξεν δ᾽ ἐλάαν: καναχὴ δ᾽ ἦν ἡμιόνοιιν" 
αἱ δ᾽ ἄμοτον τανύοντο, φέρον δ᾽ ἐσθῆτα καὶ αὐτήν. 

Out of the fourteen instances οὗ ἐσθής in the Odyssey—the 
word does not occur in the Iliad—only the above line offers any 
serious resistance to the insertion of the initial digamma. The 
others, ξ §10 and w 67, are easily disposed of: they require but 
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the omission of a needless +. Here however the δ᾽ after φέρον 
cannot be removed without creating an unnatural asyndeton. 
Yet the claims of the digamma are too strong to be set aside. If 
we take into account ἕννυμι and «lua, the other members of the 
family to which ἐσθής belongs, there are in both the Homeric 
poems only three instances in which fF is not readily admissible 
(v. Monro, H. 6. ὃ 390, p. 368). The other two are :— 

T 56 ἣ τέ κεν ἤδη 

λάϊνον ἧσσο χιτῶνα κακῶν ἕνεχ᾽ ὅσσα ἔοργας. 

ἢ 259 ἔνθα μὲν ἑπτάετες μένον ἔμπεδον, εἵματα δ᾽ αἰεί---. 

Passing over other suggested remedies I think λαῶν is 
probably right for λάϊνον, the addition of a material genitive to 
a noun being peculiarly common in Homer. We have κνημὶς 
κασσιτέροιο (ᾧ 592), οἶμοι xudvowo (A 24), χρυσοῖο τάλαντα (I 122), 
πλῆμναι ἀργύρου (E 726) and even τόξον αἰγός (A 105), ἱμάντα Bods 
(Τ 375). and with a plural σάκος ταύρων (H 223), ἃ much more 
surprising expression than λαῶν χιτῶνα. 

In 7 259 Bekker’s ἔμπεδα is beside the mark: but the original 
reading may be restored with tolerable certainty :— 

ἔνθα μὲν ἑπτάετες μένον αὐτόθι, εἵματα δ᾽ alei—. 

No doubt in later times the removal of the seemingly tauto- 
logical ἔνθα---αὐτόθι in favour of ἔνθα---ἔμπεδον would seem a 
manifest improvement; but the addition of αὐτοῦ (αὐτόθι) to 
even more detailed and explicit descriptions of place than we 
have here is almost too frequent in the Homeric poems to need 
reference to passages. One instance, and that a strong one, 
would perhaps suffice :— 

Θ 207 αὐτοῦ κ᾽ ἔνθ᾽ ἀκάχοιτο καθήμενος οἷος ἐν "Ἴδῃ. 

Still, if only for the sake of the coincidence of the verb, it 
would be inexpedient to suppress :— 

Ι 634 καί ῥ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἐν δήμῳ μένει αὐτοῦ πόλλ᾽ ἀποτίσας ([,. αὐτόθι) 
and for final proof 
ξ 285 ἔνθα μὲν ἑπτάετες μένον αὐτόθι, πολλὰ δ᾽ ἄγειρα, 
where we have the emendation ready made. 

Now the way has been cleared for dealing with our passage, 
{ 83, the last remaining hope, so far as the root fes is concerned, 
of those who wish to regard the digamma as a visionary unreality, 
and the despair of those who have arrived at an opposite con- 
clusion. Nauck, we may notice, contents himself with ‘ verba vix 
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sana’, Fick rejects both 83 and 84. I would venture to restore 
the line thus :— 
τὼ δ᾽ duorov τανύοντε φέρον ἐσθῆτα καὶ αὐτήν. 

Here we have a line, which possesses obvious archaic features 
well calculated to invite the efforts of the modernizer to bring it 
up to date. So fierce an onslaught has been made at various 
periods upon rw as a feminine pronoun (or article), that it has 
only recently won its way to complete recognition even in our 
best Grammars, and the same may be said of the participial form 
-ovre, tavvovre. The later Greeks looked with no favour upon, 
and indeed could hardly tolerate with patience, a fem. dual 
participle in -ovre -avre or -evre. We have apparently to thank 
Aristarchus for the preservation of προφανέντε in © 378, where it 
has barely escaped extinction in favour of the spurious modernism 
προφανείσα or the peculiar Doric licence προφανείσᾶς (v. Cobet, 
Misc. Crit., p. 400, for this and other instances). 

The change of ai to τώ immediately after the dual, ἡμιόνοιιν, 
need not detain us; but a question might certainly be raised 
as to whether τανύοντε can fairly be read here in the sense of 
ταννομένα, ‘galloping.’ The interchange of active and middle 
forms is not altogether a rarity in the pages of Homer. It 
appears, as I have already had occasion to show, probably with 
greater frequency than it ought to do in our tradition. But what 
we have to consider now is, whether an active form of a verb 
can be used in a sense peculiarly belonging to the middle voice. 
Undoubtedly this would be a deviation from strict propriety of 
usage, although the cognate verb τείνω is frequently intransitive, 
and would hardly be likely to occur except under stress of special 
conditions. The nature of these conditions seems to be fairly 
apparent from the instances I am about to adduce. If the 
participle or other form of the middle voice be such that the 
metre forbids or makes difficult its admission, then the active 
may sometimes be called into service. Thus we have εἵλετο δόρυ 
(II 139, x 125), but ἑλὼν δόρυ (O 474, κ 145), Obviously because 
ἑλόμενος is impracticable; { 134 πειρήσοντα because πειρησόμενον 
is certainly not easily manageable there; κ 249 éfepeovres for 
ἐξερεόμενοι, also τ 166 ἐξερέουσα for ἐξερεομένη; σ 143 ἀτάσθαλα 
μηχανόωντας for μηχανοωμένους, cf. π 93; 0 77 δεῖπνον τετυκεῖν, 


which may be compared with 6 61 τετύκοντό τε δαῖτα; pp 297 
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βιάζετε (Aristarchus) for βιάζεσθε; Hym. Herm. 188 νέμοντα for 
γεμόμενον. On this principle τεχνῆσαι may be accepted in ἢ 110, 
though τεχνάομαι be elsewhere only valid, and in Hym. Dion. 51 
ἐξαλέοντες (Barnes) is probably right as representing éfarcopevor. 
Also in A 446, 6 301 ὑποστρέψας for the metrically prohibited 
ὑποστρεψάμενος, unless the true reading be ὑποστρεφθείς (A 567). 

In ¢ 149 κελσάσῃσι δὲ νηυσί we have a unique instance; 
but although the active form is here abnormal, it must not be 
forgotten that the middle voice of this verb is not in use at all. 

In our passage van Leeuwen and da Costa (1897) suggest 
μεμαῶτε φέρον, but do not admit it into their text. μεμαῶτε 
is obviously too remote from the tradition. Naber’s ἀνύοντε is 
nearer, but makes the second foot a nerveless tribrach. 

ἴ 1137 ὡς Ὀδυσεὺς ἔγροιτο ἴδοι τ᾽ εὐώπιδα κούρην, 
ἥ οἱ Φαιήκων ἀνδρῶν πόλιν ἡγήσαιτο. 

The later Greeks made little scruple about sacrificing an 
antiquated little κε occasionally, as we have seen on y 231 q. Vv. 
Here I suggest as the original form of ζ 114 :— 

9 κέ of ἀνδρῶν Φαιήκων πόλιν ἡγήσαιτο. 
There is clearly no attraction of mood here, because the governing 
verb is in the optative. The relative clause is used exactly as an 
independent sentence. In Dr. Monro’s words (H. G. ὃ 304), ‘ it is 
connected, by implication at least, with the action of the principal 
clause, and expresses an intended or expected consequence.’ ‘ And 
she would lead him to the city of the men of Phaeacia.’ 

The reason for the omission, apart from a supposed metrical 
improvement, is not far to seek. When ἄνδρες is used in com- 
bination with the name of a people, the usual arrangement is 
that which the tradition gives. In fact,in this book in 1. 3 
Φαιήκων ἀνδρῶν occurs in the very same place in the verse. So 
merely for the sake of uniformity this order seems to have been 
adopted here, and the unfortunate xe, the harmless necessary 
particle, elbowed out. The ordinary arrangement is, however, I 
find, twice varied, v. € 335 ( = τ 292). 
£137] σμερδαλέος δ᾽ αὐτῇσι φάνη κεκακωμένος ἅλμῃ. 

Read αὖ τῇσι, cf. Β 681. So again v 70 Ἥρη δ᾽ αὐτῇσι 
appears for αὖ τῇσι. Similar changes may be made, ν 103, 347, 
a 143 (Note), cf. w 80, 241, 282, Hymn. Apoll. 200. 

An excellent example of the damage that occasionally results 
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from this particular modernization may be noticed from the 
Nliad :— 
Σ 205 ἀμφὶ δέ of κεφαλῇ νέφος ἔστεφε δῖα θεάων 
χρύσεον, ἐκ δ᾽ αὐτοῦ δαῖε φλόγα παμφανόωσαν. 
The division αὖ τοῦ is essential. With all respect for the com- 
mentators the idea that there is a cloud about the head of the 
hero and a flame arising from his body is a grotesque absurdity. 
The flame must rise from the cloud. 
ἴ 141] στῆ δ᾽ ἄντα σχομένη" ὃ δὲ μερμήριξεν ᾿Οδυσσεύς. 
It is a curious coincidence here that the metrical difficulty of 
the hiatus in the third foot—theoretically indeed it is licttus— 
should be associated with an equally serious, or perhaps more 
serious, exegetical mystery in connexion with σχομένη. Eusta- 
thius gives the explanation ἐπισχοῦσα ἑαυτὴν τῆς φυγῆς. Now 
we have undoubtedly ἔσχοντο φόβου (w 51) in this sense, and 
the very, similar expressions I 84 ἔσχοντο μάχης, B 98 ἀστῆς 
σχοίατ᾽, Ῥ §03 μένεος σχέσεσθαι, ὃ 422 σχέσθαι Bins. But on 
these analogies the omission of the gen. φόβου here seems 
hardly possible, and even if we contrive to overlook this 
difficulty, the further objection might be raised that, while in 
every instance above quoted the genitive describes a condition 
of things actually existing (cf. Nitzsch’s defence of the genitive 
ἀέθλων in a 18), in the present case the princess, Nausikaa, not 
only never took to flight but, thanks to Athene, never felt even 
the impulse to fly :— 
οἴη 8 ᾿Αλκινόου θυγάτηρ μένε: τῇ γὰρ ᾿Αθήνη 
θάρσος ἐνὶ φρεσὶ θῆκε καὶ ἐκ δέος εἵλετο γυίων. 
These considerations are, I venture to say, conclusive against 
the interpretation offered by Eustathius, ‘halting,’ ‘stopping’ ; 
but it seems just possible that σχομένη might bear the meaning 
‘controlling herself’, implying that in the midst of the general 
alarm she maintains her self-possession, her sang-froid. If the 
line must be accepted, as it stands, this is the only inter- 
pretation really admissible, though it can only be supported 
weakly by p 238 φρεσὶ δ᾽ ἔσχετο, where the addition of φρεσί 
facilitates matters considerably. In the other examples of the 
absolute use of ἔχομαι, viz. 8 70 ( = Χ 416) σχέσθε, φίλοι, ᾧ 379 
oxéo, it is clearly not necessary to assume any meaning other 
than our ‘ give over ’, ‘have done’. 
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Then again μερμήριξεν in our line occupies an unusual 
position, almost a unique one. This verb stands at the end 
of a line, forming a spondaic ending, no less than twenty-one 
times. There is but one instance of its occurrence as here :— _ 

p 235 ἀλλ᾽ ἔμεν ἀσφαλέως" ὁ δὲ μερμήριξεν ᾿Οδυσσεύς. 

Nay, even in this one instance, about to be left in inglorious 
solitude, the true reading may very well have been :— 

ἀλλ᾽ due’ ἀσφαλέως 'Oduceis: ὁ δὲ μερμήριξεν. 
Undoubtedly as the subject is already changed with ἔμενε, the 
name, Odysseus is a little belated with μερμήριξεν. 

So far I have only shown from Homeric usage that ζ 141 
possesses certain peculiar features, which must excite some 
surprise and justify a little mistrust: but the case is materially 
altered and becomes a much blacker one, when we take into 
consideration those passages, which along with the identical 
words, στῇ δ᾽ ἄντα σχομένη, here used, contain also important 
supplementary additions. The lines are read a 333-4, 7 415-6, 
σ 209-10, @ 64-5, and have often been quoted on our 
passage :— 

στῇ pa παρὰ σταθμὸν τέγεος πύκα ποιητοῖο, 
ἄντα παρειάων σχομένη λιπαρὰ κρήδεμνα. 

Now it is of course utterly impossible that σχομένη should 
be used by itself as equivalent to σχομένη κρήδεμνα. The 
object is indispensable as in M 298 (ἀσπίδα) τὴν dp ὅ ye 
πρόσθε σχόμενος. But neither is it reasonably probable that with 
such surroundings the participle should bear a sense entirely 
different from that in a 334, &c. Accordingly an hypothesis 
that will reconcile and account for all the difficulties ought to 
have a fair claim to consideration, I suggest then that ᾿Οδυσσεύς 
is nothing but a gloss on ὁ δέ, and that the original form of the 
line was this :— 

στῇ δ᾽ ἄντα σχομένη κρήδεμν᾽- ὁ δὲ μερμήριξεν. 
The intrusion of the proper name would easily cause κρήδεμν᾽ to 
be dropped. Moreover, some wiseacre would be sure to discover 
that the κρήδεμνα were thrown aside at 1. 100, and as, according 
to the most approved principles of microscopic criticism, ancient 
and modern alike, Nausikaa could not be in possession of, or 
hastily catch up, hers without this important fact being expressly 
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stated in terms, it follows, as the night the day, that the sooner 
κρήδεμν᾽ is hustled out of sight, the better. 
ἴ 151] ᾿Αρτέμιδί σε ἐγώ ye, Διὸς κούρῃ μεγάλοιο. 

The curious hiatus here is evidently due to the disinclination 
to tolerate ye with two pronouns in sequence. This squeamish- 
ness on the part of the later Greeks, who frankly preferred to see 
in Homer as nearly as possible the usage of their own day, and 
had no desire needleasly to perpetuate an archaic turn, is quite 
intelligible. Modern scholars who are acquainted with Homeric 
usage are still affected in the same way, probably from a vivid 
recollection of their own juvenile use of this particle in writing 
iambics and of the reception it met with from the authorities. 

Accordingly, though the enelitie oe is absurd here, no one has 
dared to propose σέ γ᾽, which is quite as necessary as σοί ye in 
1. 154; for the pronoun in the one passage is just as much and 
just as little emphasized as in the ether. Knight ventured ῥά σ᾽ 
ἐγώ ye, and more recently Gerhard σέ γ᾽ ἔπειτα, which might have 
been said, but could not possibly have generated the vulgate. 

The final . in ᾿Αρτέμιδι, I wish to remark for the benefit of 
the tiro, is not to be regarded as long by nature here. It stands 
here as a long syllable exactly as the a of the acc. in o 77 δεδιότα 
σάρκες δέ —, or the syllable re in εἰ 293 ἔγκατά τε σάρκας τε. 
_ Additional instances of this power of initial o may be found, P 463, 
M 431, Y 434, Φ 219, κ 238. 
£166] ὃς δ᾽ αὕτως καὶ κεῖνο ἰδὼν ἐτεθήπεα θυμῷ 

δήν, ἐπεὶ οὗ πω τοῖον ἀνήλυθεν ἐκ δόρν γαίης, 
ὡς σέ, γύναι, ἄγαμαί τε τέθηπά τε, δείδιά τ᾽ αἰνῶς 
γούνων ἅψασθαι. 

There is no metrical defect in this passage save the hiatus, 
not claimed as licttus, after γύναι; but the inverted sequence 
of ὡς atras—ds, as Dr. Merry quaintly but truly remarks, 
‘seems to begin the comparison at the wrong end.’ In no 
other place does &s αὕτως introduce the simile, or more precisely 
that fact to which the main circumstance is compared as 
analogous or identical. Elsewhere in every instance (T 339, 
H 430, I 195, Καὶ 25, γ 64, 6 31, v 238, ᾧ 203, 225, x 114, ὦ 409) 
the sentence beginning ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως, ‘And in the same way,’ 
states that some particular procedure is precisely the same as 
one already recounted in detail. Such a sentence is of the 
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nature of apodosis rather than protasis, so that here the natural 
arrangement—lI still follow Dr. Merry, and his statement is 
incontrovertible—would be ὡς καὶ κεῖνο ἰδὼν ἐτεθήπεα, ds αὕτως 
σέ, γύναι, ἄγαμαι. 

This natural order, I do not hesitate to say, was in all 
probability the original order also; but the old critics, the 
rhapsodists if so be, would not fail to observe that in the other 
eleven instances of ὡς αὕτως the formula invariably runs ὡς 
δ᾽ αὕτως for the very sufficient reason that the conjunction is 
everywhere in place. Hence if they found here—and the sup- 
position is permissible—a solitary instance of ὡς αὕτως without 
the intervening δέ, proceeding by rule of thumb and little 
recking that here the clauses are for once differently arranged, 
they would not hesitate to give admission to the missing δέ, 
even though to effect this they had to turn the two clauses 
topsy-turvy and invert their proper relations. Praeposteri 
homines! to use the expression Sallust attributes to C. Marius 
(B. J. § 85), they have put the cart before the horse. Let us now 
restore the correct sequence and read :— 

ὡς δέ, γύναι, καὶ κεῖνο ἰδὼν ἐτεθήπεα θυμῷ 

δήν, ἐπεὶ οὔ πω τοῖον ἀνήλνθεν ἐκ δόρν γαίης, 

ὡς αὕτως ἄγαμαί τε τέθηπά τε δείδιά τ᾽ αἰνῶς 

γούνων ἅψασθαι. 
The pronoun σέ may be omitted as needless. I do not insert 
it, not only because ἄγαμαι can stand well enough without an 
object, and τέθηπε always does, but because its omission enables 
us to dispense with the comma that usually follows τέθηπά re. 
Obviously those who prefer to retain the pronoun can easily 
insert it after either ὡς or αὕτως. 
ἴ 182] οὐ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ ye κρεῖσσον καὶ ἄρειον, --- 

The omission of τι here is exceedingly harsh. The sense 
is incomplete without it. The archetype probably was not so 
defective, though it may have exhibited a form that could not 
afterwards be tolerated :— 

ov μὲν γάρ τι τόο κρεῖσσον καὶ ἄρειον, 
‘ For indeed not any state is nobler and better than this,’ &c. 
ἴ 2107] λούσατέ τ᾽ ἐν ποταμῷ, ὅθ᾽ ἐπὶ σκέπας ἔστ᾽ ἀνέμοιο. 

The Homeric form of the aor. of λόω (v. Note on ὃ 252) is 
worth a little examination. It is freely used in both the Iliad 
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and the Odyssey, occurring at least thirty-nine times. In the 
active voice we have λοῦσεν, λοῦσαν fifteen times, λοῦσον once, 
λούσατε, λούσῃ, λούσειαν, λοῦσαι, λούσασα each once, and beside 
these we have the older uncontracted forms λοέσσαι (r 320), 
λοέσσας (Ψ 282). There is a vast (twenty-one out of twenty-three) 
numerical preponderance of the contracted forms. But we may 
notice that in the twenty-one instances of Aov-, nineteen are in 
thesis, which means that Aoce- might be substituted for λου- 
without detriment, indeed with some advantage, to the metre. 

The two recalcitrant instances are our passage and & 7 :— 

θερμήνῃ καὶ λούσῃ aro βρότον αἱματόεντα" 
(λούσηδ᾽ D om. καί La Roche). 

Now let us see how matters stand in the middle voice. The six- 
teen examples comprise λούσαντο four times, λούσασθε, (ἀπο)λού- 
σομαι and λούσαιτο once each, λούσασθαι twice. The tale is 
made up by λοέσσατο, λοέσσομαι once each and λοεσσάμενος five 
times. There is but one case where Aoe- cannot replace λου-, 
and in three out of the four instances of Aovoavro the verb ends 
the line, as does λούσασα (ε 264), which makes the claim of the 
older unresolved form still stronger. 

The one instance of Aov- which does not admit λοε- at 
once is :— 

ζ 218 ὄφρ᾽ ἐγὼ αὑτὸς 

ἅλμην ὥμοιιν ἀπολούσομαι, ἀμφὶ δ᾽ ἐλαίῳ ---- 
followed almost at once by the unmodernized 
221 ἄντην δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν ἐγώ ye λοέσσομαι. 
There are then three passages in all, and three only, which have 
apparently failed to maintain their integrity under the pressure 
of the later Aovw, failed, I mean, to such an extent that something 
more is required to restore them than merely to change λου- 
into Aoc-. In 7 van Herwerden would read θερμήνῃ λοέσῃ 
re. This or λοέσῃσί r might serve, but I should prefer θερμήνασα 
λοέσσῃ. The other two passages present more difficulty. In 
¢ 218 we cannot but note that the gen. ὥμοιιν does not agree with 
the Homeric usage of this verb, and of analogous ones, cf. 
Σ 345 Πάτροκλον λούσειαν dro βρότον αἱματόεντα. Ψ 41. 
ᾧ 122 οἵ σ᾽ ὠτειλὴν | αἷμ᾽ ἀπολικμήσονται. 
II 667 αἷμα κάθηρον. .. 
Σαρπηδόνα. 
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ζ 224 χρόα νίζετο. .. ἅλμην. 
I would accordingly suggest either :— 
ὄφρ᾽ ἐγὼ αὐτὸς 

ἅλμην ὥμω ἐμώ γε λοέσσομαι --- 
(the loss of ἔμω after duw is merely an ordinary lipography) or, 
with rather more extensive change :— 

ὄφρα κεν αὐτὸς 

ἅλμην ὥμω ἐγώ γε λοέσσομαι ---. 

But what is to be done with our passage { 210? Are we 
to throw λούσατε overboard altogether with Nauck and read 
Scifare? Why not vivare? I hardly think we are reduced even 
to this alternative. Might not the original have stood thus :— 

ἐν ποταμῷ τε λοέσσαθ᾽, ὅθι σκέπας ἔστ᾽ ἀνέμοιο ? 

It is worth noting, however, that ποταμοῖο appears in D most 
unaccountably, unless, as I rather suspect, the archetype had :— 
καὶ ποταμοῖο λοέσσαθ᾽, ὅθι σκέπας ἔστ᾽ ἀνέμοιο 

Cf. Φ 560 λοεσσάμενος ποταμοῖο. 

Let it be remembered that in these three exceptional cases 
even the possibility of a reasonable correction helps to confirm 
the view of the impossibility of such forms as Aovoare being 
really Homeric. 
£216] ἤνωγον δ’ dpa μιν λοῦσθαι ποταμοῖο ῥοῇσι. 

Here again we are confronted by a unique modernization in 
λοῦσθαι. Strangely enough two MSS., F, H, show λούσασθαι. 
Hence Nauck would read :— 

ἤνωγον δὲ λοέσσασθαι ποταμοῖο ῥοῇσι. 
Undoubtedly the aorist is the preferable tense here, and Nauck’s 
reading may be accepted, as dpa μὲν might be dispensed with 
without detriment to the sense. But why was it introduced ? 
It seems to me that the real intruder here is to be found at the 
end of the line, ῥοῇσι, borrowed inopportunely from II 669, 679. 
I suggest :-— 
ἤνωγον δ᾽ dpa τόν ye λοέσσασθαι ποταμοῖο. 

ἴ 248] πὰρ δ᾽ dp ᾽Οδυσσῆι ἔθεσαν βρῶσίν τε πόσιν τε. 

The simplest correction of the gratuitous hiatus here would 

be :— 
πὰρ δ᾽ dpa ταί γ᾽ ᾽Οδυσῆι θέσαν βρῶσίν re πόσιν τε. 
The line seems to have been carefully assimilated by the omission 
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of the pronoun to ν 73, where there is no hiatus or metrical 
defect :— 

κὰδ δ᾽ dp ᾽οδυσσῆι στόρεσαν ῥῇγός τε λίνον re. 
£273] τῶν ἀλεείνω φῆμιν ἀδευκέα, μή τις ὀπίσσω 

μωμεύῃ---μάλα δ᾽ εἰσὶν ὑπερφίαλοι κατὰ δῆμον -- 

καί νύ τις ὧδ᾽ εἴπῃσι κακώτερος ἀντιβολήσας" 
The parenthetical treatment of μάλα---δῆμον is no novelty. I 
find the clauses arranged as above by Loewe (1828) and 
Dindorf (1862). Still the prevalent method of punctuating 
l. 274 is :— 

μωμεύῃ" μάλα δ᾽ εἰσὶν ὑπερφίαλοι κατὰ δῆμον" 
So it appears in the texts of Merry and Riddell (1876), 
Ludwich (1889), Platt (1892), Monro (1896) and Ameis-Hentze” 
(1895). Perhaps it does not necessarily follow from the adoption 
of this punctuation that these editors, one and all, agree with 
Nitzsch, who explicitly denies the parenthetic character of the 
clause. ‘Der Satz μάλα bis δῆμον bildet keine Parenthese.’ 
But certainly such a punctuation fails to convey the least idea 
that μάλα---δῆμον is intended to be regarded as parenthetic; 
and if it be not so regarded, καί νύ τις ὧδ᾽ εἴπῃσι κτλ. must 
be taken as an independent clause with xe omitted. This 
latter usage, however, is itself open to very serious question. 
Dr. Monro, H. G. § 275 (b), adduces as apparently the only 
example of a pure Subj. used as an emphatic Future in an 
affirmative sentence καί ποτέ τις εἴπῃσι (Z 459, 479, Η 87), 
and therefore inferentially would seem to agree with Loewe 
and Dindorf. But let us see what weight these three passages 
carry. In Z 459 the Subj. follows dre κεν in 1. 454, as indeed 
Dr. Monro has himself explained. In Z 479 the true reading 
is εἴποι (Oxford Homer, 1896), not εἴπῃ at all, Lastly, in H 87 
εἴπῃσι follows ὄφρα (85). Even if we were to concede the 
legitimacy of the usage—a most needless concession on such 
flimsy evidence—, neither the Subj. with κε nor the Subj. 
without κε would be quite suitable here as a principal sentence. 
The statement would be much too positive. According to 
ascertained usage xe with the Opt. would be nearer the mark. 
Upon the whole there are in these considerations good grounds 
for rejecting Nitzsch’s view of these lines and regarding εἴπῃσι 
as parallel to the preceding μωμεύῃ. 
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So far then with regard to the general construction of our 
passage. I wish now to propose an emendation which will not 
in any way affect that question, but yet may be considered of 
some moment, inasmuch as its applicability extends consider- 
ably beyond this particular instance. Owing to the neglect of 
the digamma in εἴπῃσι (275) Bekker, in his text of 1858, read 
ὧς εἴπησ. But what adequate motive could have induced 
any one to change ds into ὧδε A better and more probable 
correction would, I submit, be:— 

ὧδ᾽ ἐνέπῃσι. 
The corruption of this is simplicity itself, being merely the 
substitution of a more familiar word (εἴπῃσι) for one that, 
having passed out of the sphere of colloquial use, had conse- 
quently acquired a somewhat antiquated colouring. 

A strong point in favour of the emendation is, as I have 
already intimated, that it supplies a far easier and more satis- 
factory solution than any hitherto suggested, of the apparent 
disregard of the digamma in several other instances of this verb 
εἰπεῖν. For example, in the oft-repeated line (η 187, θ 27, p 469, 
σ 352, ¢ 276, H 68, 349, 369, @ 6, T 102) :— 

ὄφρ᾽ εἴπω τά με θυμὸς ἐνὶ στήθεσσι κελεύει-- 
nothing could be simpler than to restore o¢p ἐνέτω. Previous 
suggestions ὄφρα ferw, ὄφρ᾽ ἔσπω and ὡς εἴπω are hardly on 
the same level of probability. Again, in M 317, H 300, where 
ὄφρα τις ὧδ᾽ εἴπῃ (εἴπῃσιν) bears a very close resemblance to 
our passage, we may restore ὧδ᾽ évéry as here. Similarly, in 
Z 281 ἐθέλῃσ᾽ εἰπόντος, the elision, though perhaps not abso- 
lutely necessary, may still be maintained by ἐθέλῃσ᾽ éverovros. 
In A 791 ταῦτ᾽ εἴποις should surely be corrected ταῦτ᾽ ἐνέποις, 
not τὰ [είποις, which only makes bad worse. In A 297 πάντ᾽ 
εἰπόντα we might hesitate to replace the aor. part. by ἐνέποντα 
except for the strong warrant of p 549, 556. 
I have still two lines more to adduce. They are these :— 
ὃ 28 ἀλλ᾽ ain’, ἤ σφωιν καταλύσομεν ὠκέας ἵππους, 
6279 ἀλλά μοι εἴφ᾽, ὅπῃ ἔσχες ἰὼν évepyéa νῆα. 
In the first case I do not anticipate much objection to ἀλλ᾽ 
ever’ being substituted for ἀλλ᾽ εἴπ. But in the second case 
the proposal I have to make :— 
ἀλλά μ᾽ vod’, ὅπῃ ἔσχες ἰὼν evepyéa νῆα, 
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challenges comparison with Bentley’s ἀλλ᾽ dye εἴφ᾽, which 
mnight be considered less elaborate and therefore more probable. 
It so happens, however, that indirectly the proposed emendation 
can command a curious and powerful piece of extraneous 
support. There is a line in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes 
(x99) running thus :— 
ταῦτά μοι εἶπέ, γεραιὲ παλαιγενές, εἴ που Grwras—. 
Now obviously this line, like the other one, may be emended 
im either way ταῦτ᾽ dye εἰπέ or ταῦτά μ᾽ ἔνισπε (Υ. ὃ 642). 
Let me say in favour of the latter that the elision of the 
diphthong of μοι would act as a strong inducement towards 
modification. Each then has something in its favour, so that 
merely from considerations of intrinsic probability the balance 
may be taken as even. But it turns unmistakably to the side 
of ταῦτά μ᾽ ἔἕνισπε, when we observe that the only passages 
in which εἴ πον ὄπωπας occurs have this very verb, this very 
aor., ἐνισπεῖν, preceding it. The passages are :— 
y 93( = ὃ 323) κείνου λυγρὸν ὄλεθρον ἐνισπεῖν, εἴ που ὄπωπας. 
Hym. Dem. 71 νημερτέως μοι ἔνισπε, φίλον τέκος, εἴ πον ὄπωπας. 
The recognized tendency of epic phraseology to become stereo- 
typed could hardly be more strikingly illustrated. Nor is the 
case without its warning for the ardent palaeographist. 
L289] ξεῖνε, σὺ δ᾽ ὧδ᾽ ἐμέθεν Evia ἔπος, ὄφρα τάχιστα —. 

Schol. H has fortunately preserved the true reading here :— 
dplorapyos σὺ δ᾽ Sx’ ἐμέθεν. ζηνόδοτος ἐμεῖο. The contribution of 
Aristarchus is not of great moment. ὦκα is recoverable even 
without it from B 26,2 133. But it is evident that Zenodotus 
strove to maintain the archaic genitive ἐμέο, for which was being 
substituted slowly but surely the traditional ἐμέθεν, for no other 
reason than that the former fell out of common use earlier than 
the latter. The Greeks we may be sure were on speaking terms 
with ἐμέθεν, long after they had parted company with ἐμέο. 
Now ἐμέο might have been arrived at inferentially in these three 
passages from the presence of ξύνες and ξυνίει instead of σύνες and 
συνίει, but the testimony of so old a witness as Zenodotus puts 


the matter on quite a different footing. We may now read with 
fall confidence :— 


ξεῖνε, σὺ δ᾽ dx’ ἐμέο ξυνίει ἔπος, ὄφρα τάχιστα ---. 
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t 294] τόσσον ἀπὸ πτόλιος ὄσσον τε yeywve βοήσας" 

I suggest τόσσον ἀποπρὸ πόλιος just as we have Η 334 τυτθὸν 
ἀποπρὸ νεῶν, where the obsolete preposition is not so easily 
removable as here; but it still caused some searchings of heart 
with the result that ἀπὸ πρό is even now generally adopted, as 
by La Roche, under the supposed sanction of Aristarchus, though 
ἀπόπροθι and ἀπόπροθεν are conclusive in favour of ἀποπρό. 

The iambic scansion of πόλιος here recommended may be 
found :— 

B 811 ἔστι δέ τις προπάροιθε πόλιος αἰπεῖα κολώνη, 

ᾧ 567 εἰ δέ κέ οἱ προπάροιθε πόλιος κατεναντίον ἔλθω, 
So in ζὮ 262 αὐτὰρ ἐπὴν πόλιος ἐπιβείομεν Dr. Monro rightly 
suggests ἐπεί κε πόλιος (he adopts the form πόλεος, but the 
change is not, I think, advisable), H. G. § 362, p. 329 note. 
Another instance of a curtailed preposition before πόλιος occurs 
in π 471 .:- 

ἤδη ὑπὲρ πόλιος, ὅθι θ᾽ Ἕρμαιος λόφος ἐστίν. 
where the original may easily be restored :— 
ἤδη ὕπερθε πόλιο----. 

ῖ 297] αὐτὰρ ἐπὴν ἡμέας ἔλπῃ ποτὶ δώματ᾽ ἀφῖχθαι, 

That the solitary instance οὗ ποτί after ἀφικνέομαι should be 
coincident with the appearance of the later Ary for the epic 
ἔλπηαι is noticeable and informing. 

ἀφικνέομαι is usually followed by the acc. alone or with 
either ἐπί or εἰς (és). We may safely venture to read here :— 

αὐτὰρ ἐπεί χ᾽ ἡμέας ἔλπη᾽ ἐπὶ δώματ᾽ ἀφῖχθαι. 


ἷ 800] ῥεῖα δ᾽ ἀρίγνωτ᾽ ἐστί, καὶ ἂν πάις ἡγήσαιτο 
riuion 


Though I am quite unable to agree with Dr. Monro (H. G. 
§ 363 (c)) who thinks dy carries a degree of emphasis here that xe 
would not have conveyed, yet I am bound even more emphatically 
to protest against the travesty of a verse which van Leeuwen 
and da Costa have introduced into their text :— 
. ῥεῖα δ᾽ ἀρίγνωτα" καί κεν πάις ἡγήσαιτο 
relying on the few instances in which the tradition presents us 
with a as the ending of the neuter plural. Defects cannot thus 
be multiplied. 
As far as emphasis is concerned καὶ ἂν πάις and καί κεν πάις 
are on an equality. The meaning is: ‘Even a child would show 
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you the way.’ The emphasis is on πάις and is placed upon it by 
the preceding καί. ἄν and xe occupy their regular position imme- 
diately after the first word in the sentence, there being no other 
particles to disturb the arrangement, and can have no special 
emphasis. Moreover, ἡγήσαιτο dy (κεν) does not require to be 
emphasized here any more than ‘ would show you the way’ does 
in the English version. 

Now the epic poet has here rightly emphasized πάις and πάις 
only. But he had also another means of emphasizing this word 
and that by the simple means of placing it first in the sentence. 
So that assuming he used κεν and not dy he would have said 

ῥεῖα δ᾽ ἀρίγνωτ᾽ ἐστί: πάις δέ κεν ἡγήσαιτο. 
This form would have allowed also the admission of the pronoun 
σοι, of course with elision, 

πάις δέ κέ σ᾽ ἡγήσαιτο (cf. ἡ 22, ζ 114). 
But in the later ages, when the Homeric poems were used as 
books of instruction, this could not be tolerated except under 
the direst necessity. Every one would agree that καὶ ἂν πάις 
would be much better. Every word is up-to-date here. Even 
πάϊς may be pronounced in the usual way as a monosyllable. 
Would there have been found one man in an Athenian audience 
ready to say: ‘Let us keep the old version’? Not one. 
ῖ 302] οἷος δόμος ᾿Αλκινόοιο 

ἥρωος. ἀλλ᾽ ὁπότ᾽ ἄν σε δόμοι κεκύθωσι καὶ αὐλή. 

The MSS. unanimously read ἥρως, but editors, with equal 
unanimity, prefer to adopt the gen. from Eustathius. Rightly, 
I should say, if they will refrain from trying to make us believe, 
or to make believe, that jpwos can be scanned as a dactyl or as 
ἃ spondee. ἥρωος is -- “ὦ and cannot be scanned here at all. 

It is curious that no editor has ever remarked on the absurd 
pomposity of the word here, unredeemed by any mitigating 
circumstances. What has happened is merely this. The word has 
strayed from its proper position, not unnaturally attracted to the 
immediate neighbourhood of ᾿Αλκινόοιο, to whom of course it refers. 

Let us restore the original order and, incidentally, the 
punctuation, thus :— 

οἷος δόμος ᾿Αλκινόοιο. 
ἀλλ᾽ ὁπόθ᾽ ἥρωός σε δόμοι κεκύθωσι καὶ αὐλή, 
(ὅτε x’ vice ὁπόθἢ. 
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For the position of jpwos, which has a slight, but only 
a slight, emphasis here, see note on a 37. But why does she 
use the word at all? The reason is that πατρός is scarcely 
available, partly because she has already used it several times 
in this speech, mainly because it would make an undesirable 
contrast with the μητέρ᾽ ἐμήν following. There remain the 
pronouns κείνου and τούτου, one of which is distant and both 
discourteous, I submit that no objection can be raised to the 
use of ἥρωος where I have placed it. There it is merely ἃ 
courteous and complimentary reference justified by Homeric 
usage. At the beginning of the line, which is also the end of 
the sentence, doubly emphasized it possesses a tone of empty 
boastfulness and vulgarity, which as little belongs to the princess 
as the impossible scansion to the poet. We may safely acquit 
them both. 

t 329 ] αὐτῷ 5 οὔ πω φαίνετ᾽ ἐναντίη" αἴδετο γάρ ῥα 
πατροκασίγνητον" ὁ δ᾽ ἐπιζαφελῶς μενέαινε---. 

The difficulty is that she does appear, v. η 19f. Con- 
sequently, ll. 328-31 are condemned as later additions by Knight, 
Nitzsch, Ludwich, &c. I would suggest for airg, which can 
hardly be right here, as the emphasis is meaningless, that airy 
should be read meaning ‘in her proper person’, i.e. without 
disguise. She appeared παρθενικῇ ἐικυῖα νεήνιδι (y 20). There 
seems no impossibility in such a contrast, as we have the well- 
known (A 4) αὐτοὺς δέ referring to the actual bodies in contrast 
to the spirits of slain men. The two verses would then read, 
with some further improvement (vy. on v 33), thus :— 

αὐτὴ δ᾽ οὔ πω φαίνετ᾽ ἐναντίη" aidero γάρ pa 
πατροκασίγνητον ὄν: ὁ δὲ ζαφελῶς pevéawe—. 
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15]. οἵ ῥ᾽ ὑπ᾽ ἀπήνης 
ἡμιόνους ἔλυον ἐσθῆτά τε ἔσφερον εἴσω. 

Originally, even here, in spite of appearances, the hiatus was 
in all probability non-existent; the pronoun fo: with elision seems, 
as usage elsewhere indicates, to have been omitted twice in a line 
and a half, once with, and once without, compensation. Read :— 


οἵ Γ᾽ ὑπ᾽ ἀπήνης 
ἡμιόνους ἔλνον ἐσθῆτά τέ Γ᾽ ἔσφερον εἴσω. 
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A sufficient parallel may be found with. a less evanescent 

pronoun in ὃ 364 :— 
εἰ μή τίς με θεῶν ὀλοφύρατο καί μ᾽ ἐσάωσε, 

or with a dative commodi, as in our passage, take ὃ 765 :— 

τῶν νῦν μοι μνῆσαι, Kal μοι φίλον υἷα σάωσον, cf. ὃ 736-7. 
Passages like this, for which the true remedy is not at once 
apparent, are largely responsible for the doctrine of hiatus 
licttus. 
7 10] ᾿Αλκινόῳ δ᾽ αὐτὴν γέρας ἔξελον,--- 

Read αὐτῷ for αὐτήν, allowing the emphasis to fall on the 
really, though of course only momentarily, prominent personality, 
as the words that follow sufficiently show :— 

οὕνεκα πᾶσι 
Φαιήκεσσι ἄνασσε, θεοῦ δ᾽ ὡς δῆμος ἄκονεν. 
ῃ 18] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ dp’ ἔμελλε πόλιν δύσεσθαι ἐραννήν, 
So also with similar hiatus :— 
{110 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ dp ἔμελλε πάλιν οἶκόνδε νέεσθαι---. 
x 215 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ dp ἔμελλον ἰὼν ἱερὰς ἀνὰ βήσσα-ς---. 
But let us compare with these the following :— 
K 365 ἀλλ' ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ἔμελλε μιγήσεσθαι φυλάκεσσι---- 
Δ 18: ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ἔμελλεν ὑπὸ πτόλιν αἰπύ τε τεῖχος---. 
Ψ 773 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ἔμελλον ἐπαΐξεσθαι ἄεθλον----. 
δ δ14 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ἔμελλε Μαλειάων ὄρος alri—. 
ι 2718 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ὁ μοχλὸς ἐλάινος ἐν πυρὶ μέλλεν---. 
It is surely impossible to maintain the hiatus with dpa except 
under the perverse assumption that τάχα is the real intruder, 
having been brought in to remedy the primitive hiatus, an 
assumption happily confuted in this case by such passages as :— 

Z52 καὶ δή μιν τάχ᾽ ἔμελλε θοὰς ἐπὶ νῆας ‘Axasov—. 

υ 393 οἷον δὴ τάχ ἔμελλε θεὰ καὶ καρτερὸς ἀνὴρ---. 

φ 418 κείατο, τῶν τάχ᾽ ἔμελλον ᾿Αχαιοὶ πειρήσεσθαι. 

So too Β 724, p 412, Hymn. Herm. 15, even if the natural 
affinity, as it may be termed, of τάχα to ἔμελλον with the future 
infin. were not of itself sufficiently convincing. 

n 62] Ναυσίθοον μεγάθυμον, ὃς ἐν Φαίηξιν ἄνασσε’ 

Here we have a modernization which may, I think, be 
clearly proved; the motive for introducing it apparently is 
merely to avoid the obsolete use of the article as a relative. 
Furthermore, if this be so, we have a distinct indication of 
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the partial and local character of the correction of the antique 
text. There has not been any systematic attempt to eliminate 
ὅ as a relative everywhere. Let no one dream of such a 
deliberate project. One passage allows more easily than another 
an approximation to everyday usage. There the supposed im- 
provement is made and there only. Modernization in the 
language of mechanics proceeds along, and (we may say) only 
on, the lines of least resistance. 

The original here I have no hesitation in saying ran thus :-— 

Ναυσίθοον μεγάθυμον, ὃ Φαιήκεσσι ἄνασσε; 

Here we have the proof. In the first place the dat. Φαίηξε 
stands unique. Elsewhere Φαιήκεσσι is always read. The 
instances are fairly numerous ε 386, { 241, 270, 7 11,0 a1, 
96, 201, 386, §35, 557, A 349 :— 

ζωὸς Φαιήκεσσι φιληρέτμοισι ἀνάσσω" 
ν 36, 204, 302. 

In the next place the preposition ἐν confirms the argument 
from Φαίηξι. The usage of ἐν with ἀνάσσω, when examined, quite 
falls to support the present passage. We have :— 

A 275 ἐν Θήβῃ πολνηράτῳ... Καδμείων qvacoe 
284 ὅς wor ἐν ᾿Ορχομενῷ Μωνείῳ ἶφι ἄνασσεν" 
Tl 512 ὅς ῥ᾽ ἐν Βουδείῳ ἐὺ ναιομένῳ ἤνασσε---. 
w 26 οὕνεκα πολλοῖσιν τε καὶ ἰφθίμοισι ἄνασσες 
δήμῳ ἔνι Τρώων---. 
Clearly these stand on a different footing. Still η 62 has one 
friend in adversity :— 
7 110 ἀνδράσιν ἐν πολλοῖσι καὶ ἰφθίμοισι ἀνάσσων---, 
not, however, one much to be depended upon, for w 26 shows 
that the reading should be :— 
ἀνδράσι πολλοῖσίν τε καὶ ἰφθίμοισι ἀνάσσων. 

Usage then fails to defend the preposition in our line (η 62), 
and all that can be said in its favour is, firstly, that in the 
abstract it does not appear unnatural or forced—not a very 
convincing argument I imagine; secondly, the occasional use 
of pera after dvacow gives a sort of analogical support to ἐν, 
ef. η 23 :— 

᾿Αλκιψόου, ὃς τοῖσδε per ἀνθρώποισι ἀνάσσει; 
Δ 61 κέκλημαι, σὺ δὲ πᾶσι per ἀθανάτοισι ἀνάσσεις (= ἃ 366). 
B94 τοσσοίδ ὅσσοισιν σὺ μετ᾽ ᾿Αργείοισι ἀνάσσεις" 
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Ψ 471 Αἰτωλὸς γενεήν, pera δ᾽ ᾿Αργείοισι ἀνάσσει, 

A 252 μετὰ δὲ τριτάτοισι ἄνασσεν. 

Even this ray of protection fades away, if we consider that 
in every instance, with the possible exception of A 252 where 
the sense is apparently different, μετά may be merely the cor- 
ruption of an original péya, which has the support of the 
synonymous ἶφι with ἀνάσσω and of the use of μέγα in such 
PASSAGES 48 :--- 

λ 485 ᾿Αργεῖοι, viv αὖτε μέγα xpardas νεκύεσσι---. 
A 78, K 32, II 172, ο 274, a 276, &c. 

It follows that Bentley’s emendation of T 124 cannot be 
accepted, and the line must be condemned as a later addition 
to the passage. 

In Hymn. Aphr. 196, cot δ᾽ ἔσται φίλος vids ὃς ἐν Τρώεσσι 
ἀνάξει the slight correction 6 κεν for ὃς ἐν would be sufficient, 
ἀνάξει being the old form of the aor. subj. which afterwards 
became ἀνάξῃ. 

ἡ 67] καί μιν ἔτισ᾽ ὡς οὔ τις ἐπὶ χθονὶ τίεται ἄλλη, 
ὅσσαι νῦν γε yuvaixes ὑπ᾽ ἀνδράσι οἶκον ἔχουσιν.᾿ 
ὡς κείνη περὶ κῆρι τετίμηταί τε καὶ ἔστιν 
dx τε φίλων παίδων ἔκ τ᾽ αὐτοῦ ᾿Αλκινόοιο 
καὶ λαῶν, of ply ῥα θεὸν ὡς εἰσορόωντες 
δειδέχαται μύθοισιν, ὅτε στείχῃσ᾽ ἀνὰ ἄστυ. 

There can be no doubt that Nauck is right in describing 
the concluding words of 1. 69, te καὶ ἔστιν, as corrupt, ‘verba 
vitiosa.? Even in these days, when many scholars cling stoutly 
but helplessly to a tradition obviously debased by modernization 
in many places, few or none would be hardy enough to maintain 
that the words, as they stand, ever proceeded from the lips of 
Homer. Yet it does not follow, because there is a corruption 
of limited extent in one line, a glaringly manifest corruption if 
you will, that the whole passage or any considerable portion of 
it is to be condemned as an interpolation and eliminated from 
the text. 

This summary procedure, largely indulged in by Zenodotus 
and by no means eschewed by Aristarchus, is very facile in 
application and has consequently been freely used, or in other 
words, abused. So here the whole passage, ll. 69-74, is con- 
demned by P. Knight, as having been forged ‘ prava sedulitate 
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diversorum rhapsodorum’. But while hasty rejection is to be 
deprecated, we ought no less to be on our guard against that 
other extreme of blind credulity, which prompts us to take the 
words as we find them and make the best of them, however 
bad that best may be. 

Here, if we rely on the resources of exegesis, we may take 
our choice between three alternatives. (1) We may understand 
τιμήεσσα With ἔστιν from the previous τετίμηται. This method, 
a fairly popular one, is Nitzsch’s, and is backed by a similar 
expression found in Propertius, truly a rare authority for Homeric 
language. He writes, 2, 13, 38 :— 

Nec minus haec nostri notescet fama sepulcri, 
Quam fuerant Phthii busta cruenta viri, 
where fuerant clearly is equivalent to nota fuerant. But little 
admirable as is the expression of the Latin poet, it falls very 
far short of the lame imbecility of what Homer is supposed to 
have adventured. Nota fuerant is not identical in time with 
notescet, nor are the two verbs in the same clause, whereas 
τετίμηται, ‘is now in 8 state of honour,’ is, according to Homeric 
usage, absolutely synonymous with the postulated τιμήεσσά ἐστιν, 
and they both stand coordinately in the same sentence, as closely 
combined as any two verbs can be. The truth is, this first 
method proceeds from, and altogether depends upon, a mis- 
apprehension of the meaning of the Homeric perfect, v. Monro 
H.G. § 28. The words of C.T. Damm (Lex. Hom.) are amusingly 
illustrative of this error. After paraphrasing thus ‘sicut illa 
maxime ex animo honorata inque pretio habita est et etiamnum 
habetur ’, he goes on with confident but misplaced worldly wisdom 
to libel his married contemporaries in these terms, ‘nam saepe 
uxores primis mensibus vel annis carae fuerunt, at nunc non 
sunt adhuc.’ The second course (2) would be to supply περὶ 
κῆρι With ἔστιν; but as such an expression is altogether un- 
paralleled in Homer, and no one could say what it would mean 
or whether it would mean anything at all, we may put it aside 
respectfully but firmly. Lastly (3) it is suggested that περί ἐστιν 
may mean ‘she excels’, which it frequently does when the 
particular point of excellence is defined, as for instance by γόον 
or μάχεσθαι. But, however admissible elsewhere, here such 
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with ἔκ re φίλων παίδων xrA., would surely be little less than 
intolerable. 

Clearly then in this passage, if anywhere in Homer, there 
is room for an emendation, provided it be possible to find one, 
which would give a reasonably good sense without deviating too 
far from the tradition. Bothe conjectured roxddecow, which 
certainly in form approximates very closely to the vulgate, but 
im meaning is Jess satisfactory: we can only hope he was 
oblivious for the moment of the real sense of roxddes (v. ¢ 16). 
Van Leeuwen and da Costa read rexéeoow with the fatal neces- 
sity of deleting 1. 7o and changing λαῶν in 1. 71 to λαοῖς. 
Hartman (Epist. Crit. 1896) has by a happy instinct suggested 
γεράεσσι, but fails to carry conviction, because he considers that 
the hopelessly incompatible κῆρι must be maintained :— 

ὡς κείνη περὶ κῆρι τετίμηται γεράεσσιν. 

The original form of the line seems to have been practically 
preserved for us in a passage which apparently has escaped the 
notice of Hartman, Hesiod Theogon. 449 :-— 

πᾶσι per ἀθανάτοισι τετίμηται γεράεσσιν. 

From this we may restore to Homer with tolerable certainty 

and with manifest advantage :— 
ὡς κείνη περὶ πᾶσι τετίμηται γεράεσσιν 
‘So she is graced beyond others with all marks of honour.’ 

The absolute difference between Texaectin and repaeccin in 
Greek uncials is not very great; and although γεράεσσι does 
not happen to be found in Homer, yet in face of τεράεσσι, 
δεπάεσσι, &c., it would be absurdly fastidious to question its 
validity. However, I am inclined to trace the corruption not 
so much to the confusion of similar letters as to the fortuitous 
substitution of the word κῆρι for πᾶσι earlier in the line. The 
rhapsodists, one and all, were familiar with :— 

ε 36 οἵ κέν μιν περὶ κῆρι θεὸν ὡς τιμήσουσι; 

τ 280 οἱ δή μιν περὶ κῆρι θεὸν ὃς τιμήσαντο (= Ψ 339), 

Δ 46 τάων μοι περὶ κῆρι τιέσκετο Ἴλιος ἱρή, 
also Ν 430 περὶ κῆρι φίλησε, ο 245 περὶ κῆρι φίλει, Ὦ 61, 423 
περὶ κῆρι φίλος, 80 that not only is περὶ κῆρι ἃ frequent combina- 
tion, but it is found often enough in conjunction with the verb 
τιμάω. The force of association then would almost inevitably 
cause κῆρι to be introduced into our line as a variant instead 
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of πᾶσι. In the struggle for possession κῆρι would have the 
outside help of the parallel passages above quoted, which would 
seem decisive; but in order that κῆρι might reign without a 
rival with absolute security of tenure, it was inevitable that 
yepdecow should suffer extinction, as it has done; for the two 
datives are clearly at irreconcilable odds, whatever may be said 
by those who forget that complicated subtleties of expression 
are quite foreign to Homer and his age, and belong essentially 
to a time when language had become, what it certainly was 
not in early epic poetry, the object as well as the instrument 
of thought. 

In 1. 70 ἔκ τ᾽ αὐτοῦ ᾿Αλκινόοιο cannot be read ἔκ τ᾿ abrot’ ’AAxe- 
νόοιο With van Leeuwen and da Costa, curiously oblivious for the 
nonce of hiatus licitus with atrédo. There,is no trustworthy 
example of a gen. in -ow with its penultimate syllable long in 
thesis. The form is apparently only admitted when this syllable 
stands in arsis. Hence the arrangement αὐτοῦ τ᾽ ἐξ ᾿Αλκινόοιο 
alone is metrical. But that the original is so recovered is more, 
I think, than can rightly be assumed. It may well, or even 
better, have run thus :— 

ἔκ τε φίλων παίδων ἔκ τ᾽ ἀνέρος ᾿Αλκινόοιο. 
n 89] ἀργύρεοι δὲ σταθμοὶ ἐν οὐδῷ χαλκέῳ ἔσταν, 

So Ludwich. The MSS. read with a fine disregard of 

scansion :— 

ἀργύρεοι δὲ σταθμοὶ ἐν χαλκέῳ ἕστασαν οὐδῷ, 
ἔστασαν being given by all but two. Generally editors have 
followed the lead of Barnes, who in one of his unhappier moments 
read :— 

σταθμοὶ δ᾽ ἀργύρεοι ἐν χαλκέῳ ἕστασαν οὐδῷ. 
Ludwich certainly has shown better judgement by leaving the 
opening words in the order given by tradition and making 
the necessary transposition at the other extremity of the line. 
ἔσταν has not much to justify its introduction save the necessity 
of the case and the breathing on ἔστασαν.Ό Unfortunately, the 
aor, here is totally unsuitable: the imperfect is really inevitable. 
Now it is quite possible for ἔστασαν to be developed from ἔσταν ; 
but it is at least equally possible that it owes its origin to a 
primitive ecren. Consequently, we might venture to read :— 

ἀργύρεοι δὲ σταθμοὶ ἐν οὐδῷ χαλκέῳ Horny 
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For joryy vy. Ero. The duality of door-poste goes without 
saying. 
ἢ 125] πάροιθε δέ τ᾿ ὄμφακές εἶσιν 
ἄνθος ἀφιεῖσαι, ἕτεραι δ᾽ ὑποπερκάζουσιν. 
Possibly this should be read and punctuated thus :— 
πάροιθε δέ τ᾽ ὄμφακές εἰσιν" 
ἄνθος ἀφιεῖσ᾽ al γ᾽, ἕτεραι δ᾽ ὑποπερκάζουσιν. 
Compare @ 457-8. The lines, however, occur in a doubtful 
passage, 103-31, and there can be no restoration of later work, 
which, whatever its merits may be, has never possessed the 
genuine metrical quality of the Homeric epic. 
ῃ 130 ] ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρωθεν ὑπ᾽ αὐλῆς οὐδὸν ἴησι 
πρὸς δόμον ὑψηλόν, ὅθεν ὑδρεύοντο πολῖται. 

The lengthening of the final syllable of ὑψηλόν is attributed 
to the joint efforts of the metrical arsis and the stop that follows. 
The subjoined passages however :— 

K 428 πρὸς μὲν ἁλὸς Κᾶρες καὶ Παίονες ἀγκυλότοξοι--- 

430 πρὸς Θύμβρης δ᾽ ἔλαχον Λύκιοι Μυσοί τ᾽ ἀγέρωχοι---. 

Ο 669 μάλα δέ σφι φόως γένετ᾽ ἀμφοτέρωθεν, 

ἡμὲν πρὸς νηῶν καὶ ὁμοιίου πολέμοιο. 

X 198 αὐτὸς δὲ ποτὶ πτόλιος πέτετ᾽ αἰεί. 

φΦ 347 οὔθ᾽ ὅσσοι νήσοισι πρὸς Ἤλιδος ἱπποβότοιο" 
embolden me to suggest that the verse here in question was 
originally independent of either arsis or comma, and began with 
unexceptionable metre thus :— 

ν᾿ πρὸς δόμου ὑψηλοῦ, 
‘in the direction of the lofty house,’ practically ‘near to the 
lofty house’. See also the Note on p 206. 

But over and above this easy emendation the passage 
deserves a little further consideration. The accepted inter- 
pretation is that the second spring flows beneath the court-yard 
wall, issues again in the centre of the court-yard and forms a 
piece of ornamental water there. Afterwards, of course, though 
nothing is said about this, it must find an outlet by another 
passage beneath the ἕρκος αὐλῆς, perhaps going first right under 
the house and so affording a specially convenient domestic water- 
supply. 

My impression is that the above view is hardly warranted 
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emended, and is in fact inadmissible, firstly, because the fashion 
of forming artificial ponds, 80 much followed in later days, is 
scarcely likely to have been in vogue in primitive times, 
secondly, because under this arrangement the Phaeacians at 
large, who were presumably pretty numerous, actually took 
their water from a point in the stream above where the royal 
household derived their supply—certainly a bad sanitary scheme 
for the king and his family—but mainly because a far simpler 
explanation of the passage is attainable. I would render it 
thus :—‘ but the second spring flows the opposite way right up 
to the threshold of the outer court near to (in the direction of) 
the lofty house, and from hence the citizens used to draw 
water.’ The stream, as I understand the case, flowed outside 
the οὐδὸν αὐλῆς, close up to it, but not necessarily or by any 
means underneath it. Similarly the Greek host came ὑπὸ Ἴλιον; 
but this conveys no implication that they drove mines beneath 
the town. On this hypothesis the water would be taken by all 
from the same point, the οὐδὸς αὐλῆς, though possibly the king’s 
servants would take their supply a couple of yards higher up. 
But that is immaterial. 

Bekker proposed to read ὑδρεύουσι πολῖται : the imperfect, 
however, seems quite defensible here even in the midst of the 
present tenses, because the fact mentioned is not part and parcel 
of the scene described and placed as it were before our eyes, but 
is obviously based upon subsequent information or observation. 
Moreover, as I have elsewhere maintained (Journ. Phil. xxv 
p. 314 £.), πολῖται was probably originally πολιῆται (cf. πτολίεθρον), 
and the whole line stood thus :— 

πρὸς δόμον ὑψηλοῦ, ὅθεν ὕδρενον πολιῆται.ἷ 

1TI really cannot agree with Dr. Leaf (X 429) that πολιήτης is leas 
archaic than πολίτης. Analogy is pre-Epic, while πρεσβύτης is not Homeric, 
and ὁδίτης is usually stated to be formed from ὁδός -ἰ- εἶμι, ‘ way-farer.’ 

Πολίτης, ΔΒ a propername, isundoubtedlyadifficulty. But isit certain that 
the name means ‘citizen’ at all? It would be very surprising that a son 
of Priam should bear a name apparently taken directly from the nomen- 
clature of the French Revolution. I suggest that Πολέτης is from πολίζω, 
and means one who effects the momentous change referred to in Tf 216:— 

ἐπεὶ of πω Ἴλιος ἱρὴ 
ἐν πεδίῳ πεκόλιστο---- 

If so, Πολίτης and πολιήτης might be totally different terms in the early 

epic, and my argument be considerably strengthened. 
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I cannot think that Naber’s conjecture πρὸς θόλον ὑψηλήν 
(cf. χ 442) deserves any credit beyond that of verbal ingenuity. 
The reasons already given against the ordinary interpretation 
tell equally against the acceptance of this novelty. 

n 134] αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ δὴ πάντα ἑῷ θηήσατο θυμῷ (= « 76), 

ο 132 δεξάμενος, καὶ πάντα ἑῷ θηήσατο θυμῷ" 

In these passages the possessive pronoun is entirely without 
emphasis. It might fairly be given as an example of what is 
meant by a redundancy. Still, I would not on this ground 
merely, even with the hiatus to boot—for notwithstanding the 
opinion of some scholars there is a real hiatus, licitus or other- 
wise, in each of these lines—pronounce sentence against the 
validity of ég except for the positive argument from the usage 
of the verb, θηέομαι, which makes it morally certain that the true 
reading in these passages is :— 

πάντα ἰδὼν θηήσατο θυμῷ. 
No other conclusion is admissible in face of :— 
O17 ἀγρομένων- πολλοὶ δ᾽ dp’ ἐθηήσαντο ἰδόντες 
υἱὸν Λαέρταο---. 

ε 74 θηήσαιτο ἰδών----. 

p 315 αἶψά κε θηήσαιο ἰδὼν ταχντῆτα καὶ ἀλκήν. 
and last but not least in cogency --- 

w 90 ἀλλά xe κεῖνα μάλιστα ἰδὼν θηήσαο θυμῷ. 
Apparently the later Greeks thought a needless pronoun less to 
be deprecated than a tautological participle. They forgot, or did 
not care to remember, that the tautology was solely due to the 
accidental variation of modern from primitive usage. 

ἢ 143] καὶ τότε δή ῥ᾽ αὐτοῖο πάλιν χύτο θέσφατος ἀήρ. 

In this line we have a time-honoured error, which might 
surely without offence be relegated to the limbo of detected 
impostures. The true reading is :-— 

χύτ᾽ ἀθέσφατος ἀήρ 

and the following passages bear strong, I think convincing, 
testimony to the fact :— 

Tr 4 al? ἐπεὶ οὖν χειμῶνα φύγον καὶ ἀθέσφατον ὄμβρον, 

Κ 6 τεύχων ἣ πολὺν ὄμβρον ἀθέσφατον ἠὲ χάλαζαν----- 

ἢ 273 ὥρινεν δὲ θάλασσαν ἀθέσφατον, οὐδέ τι κῦμα----. 

A 373 νὺξ δ᾽ ἦδε μάλα μακρὴ ἀθέσφατος- οὐδέ πω apy—. 

© 392 ἥμενος. αἷδε δὲ νύκτες ἀθέσφατοι: ἔστι μὲν εὕδειν, 
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λ ότι ἅσέ pe Salpovos αἷσα κακὴ καὶ ἀθέσφατος οἶνος" 
ν 244 ἐν μὲν γάρ οἱ σῖτος ἀθέσφατος, ἐν δέ τε olvos—. 
v 211 νῦν δ᾽ αἱ μὲν γίγνονται ἀθέσφατοι (sc. βόες), 
Hymn. Apoll. 298 
ἀμφὶ δὲ νηὸν ἔνασσαν ἀθέσφατα φῦλ᾽ ἀνθρώπων---. 
Hes. Op. 660 
Μοῦσαι yap p ἐδίδαξαν ἀθέσφατον ὕμνον ἀείδειν. 

Let me observe in passing, that in ἃ 61 the original was in 
all probability not ἀθέσφατος οἶνος, but ἀθέσφατος ὕπνος, 8 soft 
impeachment, to which Elpenor, for there is a good deal of 
human nature even in ghosts, would plead guilty more readily 
than to the vulgate, even if the digamma did not stand in the 
way of the latter’s genuineness. 

With regard to ἀθέσφατος, the meaning given in Apoll. 
Lex. 13, §: πολύν, οἷον od ἂν θεὸς φατίσειεν διὰ τὸ πλῇθος, is 
undoubtedly in the main correct, whether θεός enters into the 
composition of the word or not. The nouns to which this adjec- 
tive is applied agree only in possessing quantity or volume 
that passes description. They indicate something indefinitely 
large or copious. An epithet of this kind is obviously given 
with full propriety to the pouring rain, the vast sea, the long 
night, &c. On the other hand, no description of the impenetrable 
mist that enshrouded Odysseus as he entered the Phaeacian 
king’s palace could be more absurdly ridiculous than to say that 
it was ‘describably large’, the converse of ἀθέσφατος, whether the 
describer be a god or any one else. Clearly the ἀήρ, the mist, 
is ἀθέσφατος in the same way as is the ὄμβρος of Τ' 4. It is 
copious and indefinable, all the more so, because it is invisible. 
If θέσφατος could be supported by an array of passages such 
as ἀθέσφατος has at call, the case would be materially altered ; 
but it so happens that our passage stands absolutely alone to 
vouch for the word as either the converse or, if any one cares so 
to regard it, the equivalent of ἀθέσφατος. Elsewhere θέσφατον 
is either a noun substantive, ‘an oracle,’ or means ‘declared by 
heaven’, v. @ 477, ὃ 561, « 473, Hymn. Herm. 534. 

The only plausible consideration in favour of maintaining 
θέσφατος here is that the ancients would never have sacrificed 
ἀθέσφατος to save a common elision such as the o of χύτο. 
But here again I must recur to my argument that the words 
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would probably be written in very early times, as in Latin, 
without mark of elision, χύτο ἀθέσφατος, and consequently it is 
merely the wrong vowel that happens to have suffered extinc- 
tion. ἀθέσφατος was made the victim, not only because it 
produced the rare trochaic caesura of the fourth foot, but 
because it had passed out of familiar speech, the only efficient 
safeguard of language in ancient times. Luckily the other 
sufficiently numerous examples of ἀθέσφατος were not im- 
perilled in a similar way, and have therefore been enabled 
to preserve their pristine integrity. Here the MSS. without 
exception, so far as I am aware, present θέσφατος; but *twould 
be a topsy-turvy world, my masters, if the combined evidence 
of eight unquestioned passages were insufficient to overrule a 
nonsensical unanimity in one. 

Earlier in our line αὐτοῖο, ‘from himself,’ seems needlessly 
emphatic. This emphasis may perhaps not lack defenders; but 
most probably the original reading, subsequently altered by 
8 modernizing hand, was ἀπὸ τοῖο. It is true the gen. may 
stand after πάλιν without a preposition, as in 3 138, Y 439: 
but its presence is clearly admissible, as may be seen from 
® 693 πάλιν δ᾽ ἀπὸ χαλκὸς ὄρουσε | βλημένου. One MS. Vind. 50 
supports ἐκ τοῖο, s0 that there is not entire unanimity for the 
vulgate. 

ἡ 164] οἶνον ἐπκικρῆσαι, ἵνα καὶ Διὲ τερπικεραύνῳ 
σπείσομεν, 

κρῆσαι is a remarkable importation. We have to come down 
to the middle of the fifth century B.c. before we meet another 
example, in the Ionic of Hippocrates to wit (7. 254 (Littré)). 
Happily the Homeric form is placed beyond question. We have 
¥ 390, € 93 κέρασσε, κ 362 κεράσασα, @ 189 ἐγκεράσασα, γ 393; 
σ 423 κεράσσατο, ἡ 179, v 50 κερασσάμενος. 

Obviously the fact that ἐπικεράσαι fails to satisfy the 
metre has led to the introduction of ἐπικρῆσαι, which had the 
essential recommendation of belonging to a living dialect. 
It may well have been preferred even to éreyxepdoa because 
of a later reluctance to allow two prepositions in a compound 
verb. 

Still I cannot think that ἐπεγκεράσαι would suffice here, 
for, ag may be seen from ἡ 179, v 50, 0 423, the middle is quite 
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legitimate (see also Note on ζ 82f.). Therefore I propose to read 
our line thus :— 

οἶνον ἐπεγκεράσασθ᾽', iva καὶ Διί τερπικεραύνῳ 

σπείσομεν----. 
ἢ 198] πομπῇ ὑφ᾽ ἡμετέρῃ ἣν πατρίδα γαῖαν ἵκηται 

The prep. might be eliminated by reading ἡμετέρῃ πομπῇ.- 
That it is needless appears from ε 32. The validity of the 
dactyl πομπῇ ip may also be doubted, cf. « 35 (Note). 

n 196] πρίν γε τὸν ἧς γαίης ἐπιβήμεναι: 

Evidently τόν is not required here, as it is in the line which 

apparently has caused its introduction, a 210 ;— 

πρίν ye τὸν és Τροίην ἀναβήμεναι, 
The remedies proposed are πρίν γε éjs, once supposed to be 
metrical, πρίν γ᾽ ἔτι ἧς (van Herwerden), πρίν ye é ἧς (Bekker). 
I venture to think πρίν γ᾽ ἐπὶ ἧς more probable. The repetition 
of the preposition is archaic and Homeric, though the contrary 
has been sometimes rashly asserted. 
ἢ 2047] κδε δ᾽ dpa τις καὶ μοῦνος ἰὼν ξύμβληται δδίτης. 

For ξύμβληται with its peculiar accentuation (προπαρ- 
ofvrovoy Schol. P) Bekker and Cobet would read ξυμβλῆται, and 
if the contracted form of the word is to be admitted at all, 
the circumflex accent is undoubtedly correct, v, Monro, H. G. 
§ 88. 

Nauck’s idea that ξύμβληται is indicative, ξυμβλῆται being 
subjunctive, is altogether untenable. The Homeric aor. ἐβλήμην, 
parallel with ἐλύμην, ἐδέγμην, ἐλέγμην, ἐφθίμην, may of course 
appear in the 3rd per. sing. as ἔβλητο or βλῆτο, but to suppose 
that βέβλημαι may make βλῆται as well as βέβληται is not 
merely questionable, but is destructive of all rational accidence. 

Dr. Monro (loc. cit.) would defend ξύμβληται as an encroach- 
ment of the common thematic type, at the same time admitting 
a doubt whether the change reaches back to the earliest form 
of the text of Homer. But evidently this defence is only one 
remove from a severe blow to the impugned form; for it is this 
very encroachment of later types which has debased the Homeric 
text and dotted it with modernizations, which have in the present 
century served as pegs on which to hang disquisitions intended 
to prove that the poems as a whole are only sham antique, the 
work of a cultivated age vainly trying to imagine a remote and 
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indeed never actually existent anterior stage of civilization. 
The true form of the subjunctive of ἐβλήμην is βλήεται, as appears 
from :— 
p 41 ὁππότ᾽ ἀνὴρ wept οἷσι μαχειόμενος κτεάτεσσι 
βλήεται, ἣ περὶ βουσὶν ἣ ἀργεννῇς ὀΐεσσι. 

In ¥ 335 ξυμβλήεαι has been rightly restored for ξυμβλήσεαι by 
Cobet. Similarly we find φθίεται (Y 173), φθιόμεσθα (ἘΞ 87). 
Hence we should read in our passage, not ξύμβληται with ancient 
grammarians, who from simple ignorance used the linguistic 
types of their own day as standards to determine ancient epic 
forms, whenever the metre would allow them to do so, nor yet 
ξυμβλῆται, a doubtful contraction of little authority and less 
probability, but the simple uncontracted and unquestionable 
βλήεται with elision thus:— — 

ξυμβλήεθ᾽ ὁδίτης. ‘ 
It is very satisfactory to find this reading already adopted in the 
text by the Leyden editors, van Leeuwen and da Costa, who 
have also, it appears, in two other passages, 8 368 and y 255, 
anticipated my suggestions. 


7 970] ἦ γὰρ ἔμελλον ἔτι ξυνέσεσθαι ὀδιζυῖ----. 
Probably ὀιζύ᾽--- ἔμελλον, cf. Note on ζ 60 and ρ 504. 
ἡ 275] αὐτὰρ ἐγώ ye 


νηχόμενος τόδε λαῖτμα διέτμαγον, ὄφρα με yaly—. 

For τόδε Bekker reads μέγα, and is probably right as the line 
seems to have been subjected in more respects than one to the 
influence of ε 409 :-— 

Ζεύς, καὶ δὴ τόδε λαῖτμα διατμήξας ἐπέρασσα. 

Clearly it is only this διατμήξας ἐπέρασσα that we have to thank 
for διέτμαγον here. There is no other warrant for διέτμαγον 
so far as the meaning is concerned: in form it is really entirely 
without excuse. It is not so much a false archaism as a bar- 
barous solecism. This may be seen certainly enough from :— 
A 531 τώ γ᾽ ὃς βουλεύσαντε διέτμαγεν" ἡ μὲν ἔπειτα---- (=v 439) 
H 302 ἠδ᾽ atr’ ἐν φιλότητι διέτμαγεν ἀρθμήσαντε. 
Μ 461 ἐσχεθέτην, σανίδες δὲ διέτμαγεν ἄλλυδις ἄλλη---. 
Il 354 ποιμένος ἀφραδίῃσι διέτμαγεν- οἱ δὲ ἰδόντες ---. 

374 πάσας πλῆσαν ὁδούς, ἐπεὶ ἂρ τμάγεν: ὕψι δ᾽ ἄελλα---. 
where we have merely the alternative form οὗ (διλεγμάγησαν from 


the passive aor. ἐγμάγην. Consequently, if the poet had wished to 
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use the verb at all in our line, he might easily have said without 
any straining of usage :— 
αὐτὰρ eyo ‘ye 
νηχομένῳ τόδε λαῖτμα διετμάγη, 

This, however, it is pretty clear he did not say, or some trace 
of it would have come down to us, and it is still clearer that 
he did not say, and could not have said, what the tradition gives 
us, viz. διέτμαγον, a form elsewhere not to be met with in all 
Greek literature. 

As I have already said the meaning which must be given 
to this verb here, J crossed, depends upon the expression found 
in « 409 διατμήξας ἐπέρασσα. But it is one thing to use this 
participle in subordination to and controlled by érépacva, to 
express very nearly the sense of our phrase, ‘by a short cut,’ 
‘as the crow flies,’ or in American ‘taking a bee-line’, and 
quite another thing to change the participle into the indicative 
mood and to employ it as by itself equivalent to both verb and 
participle together. I doubt very much the possibility of saying, 
even though there would then be no formal eccentricity, such as 
now confronts us :— 

νηχόμενος τόδε λαῖτμα διέτμηξ', ὄφρα με yaig—. 

So far then as the exposure of the corrupt character of the 
vulgate is concerned we are upon sure ground, and such an 
examination of the Homeric text has a real value, even though 
it may not result in the recovery of the true reading in every 
instance or in the majority of instances. No one. has a right 
to demand or expect so much from researches of this kind. So 
here it is only possible to hazard the conjecture, still based upon 
the illuminating ¢ 409, that the original was :— 

αὐτὰρ ἐγώ ye 
νηχόμενος μέγα λαῖτμα διεκπέρασ᾽, ὄφρα με γαίῃ---. 
Compare ε 174 περάαν μέγα λαῖτμα θαλάσσης. ἐπέρασα, though 
necessarily admissible as well as ἐπέρασσα, has not actually been 
preserved in the sense of ‘I traversed ’, though we have πέρασαν 
o 428 and περάσειε € 297 meaning ‘transported’ or ‘sold’. This 
fact alone would to some extent explain the disappearance of 
πέρασ(ε) here, and it seems to me most probable that this is 
the true account of the matter, though I cannot deny the possi- 
bility of some other verb having been the original occupier of 
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the place now usurped by the intrusive d:érpayov. Other metrical 
equivalents that suggest themselves, such as διήλυθον, διέδραμον, 
διάξιον (διεξῇ᾽), διήρεσσ᾽ have little to recommend them otherwise. 
ἢ 8321] εἴ περ καὶ μάλα πολλὸν ἑκαστέρω ἔστ᾽ Εὐβοίης, --- 
Bentley’s suggestion πολλά is improbable, πουλύ (τ 387) 

‘would be preferable; but in view of Hymn. Dion. 29:— 

ἣ ἐς Ὑπερβορέους ἣ ἑκαστέρω: és δὲ τελευτήν, 
@ spurious addition, which supplies a source from which ἑκαστέρω 
may have been derived, it would seem quite possible that we 
have to deal with a gloss on the more usual word ἀπόπροθεν, 
cf. 9 244 :— 

"Oyvyiy τις νῆσος ἀπόπροθεν εἰν ἁλὶ κεῖται---. 
But if so, a further change would be necessary, and the line must 
have run thus :— 

εἴ περ καὶ πολὺ μᾶλλον ἀπόπροθέν ἐστ᾽ Εὐβοίης. 
It may be noticed that μάλα πολλὸν ἀπόπροθι occurs twice Ψ 832 
and ὃ 811. There is no additional instance of ἑκαστέρω, though 
ἑκαστάτω occurs once, K 113, in a book which is not always a 
very safe authority for diction: ἀπόπροθεν eight times, and 
ἀπόπροθι six. 


BOOK VIII (6). 
O12] εἰς ἀγορὴν ἰέναι, ὄφρα ξείνοιο πύθησθε,---- 


If we compare with the above :— 

υ 362 εἰς ἀγορὴν ἔρχεσθαι, ἐπεὶ rade νυκτὶ ἐΐσκει. 

θ 42 ἔρχεσθ', ὄφρα ξεῖνον ἐνὶ μεγάροισι φιλέωμεν᾽ 

x 562 φάσθε νύ πον οἷκόνδε φίλην ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν 

ἔρχεσθ" ἄλλην δ᾽ ἧμιν ὁδὸν τεκμήρατο Κίρκη ---. 
there is a strong presumption that the hiatus here is no more 
correct than it was in ἡ 164 (v. Note); that in fact the true 
reading is, as these passages suggest :— 
els ἀγορὴν ἔρχεσθ', ὄφρα ξείνοιο πύθησθε. 

9 641 ὀφθαλμῶν μὲν ἄμερσε, δίδου δ᾽ ἡδεῖαν ἀοιδήν,--- 
ι 210 xev’, ὀδμὴ δ᾽ ἡδεῖα ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ὀδώδει. 
As these two passages in conjunction with the probably 
spurious ν 80 are supposed to demonstrate the impossibility 
of restoring the digamma of ῥβηδύς in Homer, v. Hoffmann 
Qu. H. § ur, it may be of advantage to take the two lines 
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as a test case and to show that, intractable as they appear, 
they do not by any means make it an inevitable necessity 
that we should accept the doctrine that Homer considered 
himself at liberty to use either fyévs or ἡδύς, as fancy or con- 
venience might prompt. 

Let us first deal with 6 64, for if the problem can be solved 
there, our second instance, « 210, will be found to present little 
difficulty. Now unless we are going to suppose that the poet 
meant to intimate by this particular licence that the Muse 
in an excess of wanton cruelty—he says she did it all out 
of love, τὸν πέρι Moto’ épirnce,—deprived poor Demodocus 
not only of his eyes but of his fs, and so converted him into 
the ancient equivalent of those modern poets who adopt the 
dialect of the slums or the barrack-yard, I see no reason 
why we should not restore the line thus :— 

ὀφθαλμὼ μὲν ἅμερσε, δίδου δ᾽ ἄρα ἡδὺν ἀοιδήν. (CE. N 340.] 
The facility with which « 210 follows suit is a point in favour 
uf this change :— 
xed", ὀδμὴ δ᾽ dpa ἡδὺς ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ὀδώδει, 
nor in this last case can I count the removal of the so-called 
hiatus licitus as anything but an additional recommendation. 

Clearly such an expression as ἡδὺν ἀοιδήν would seem to 
the later Greek in the interests of elementary grammar to call 
for the simple correction δ᾽ ἡδεῖαν, which if it had been equally 
simple would doubtless have been with equal readiness applied 
to the line which may still be quoted in support of the 
apparently anomalous concord :— 

μ 369 καὶ τότε pe κνίσης ἀμφήλυθε ἡδὺς ἀντμή. 
Compare also ζ 122 θῆλυς ἀντή, T 97 θῆλυς ἐοῦσα, ε 467 
θῆλυς ἐέρση, ὃ 442 ὀὁλοώτατος ὀδμή, 406 πικρὸν---ὀδμήν, K 27 
πουλὺν ἐφ᾽ ὑγρήν ἃς. It is indeed rather strange that the 
distinctively feminine forms of this adjective (ἡδεῖα, ἡδεῖαν) 
depend for their validity in Homer solely on these two lines 
(9 64, ι 210) and the doubtful Θ 550, which belongs to a 
passage found in none of the MSS., but introduced by Barnes 
from the probably spurious Platonic dialogue, Alctb. 11. 149 D, 
where it might well have been allowed to rest. This con- 
sideration may serve at any rate to diminish the natural regret 
‘we might otherwise feel at parting with ἡδεῖα (-av) here. 
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In this connexion it is by no means difficult to discern the 

nature and cause of the remarkable reading found :— 

O 71 Ἴλιον αἰπὺ Awow. 

The lost fem. airy, found in Harl. Mor., should certainly be 
restored, nor need we hesitate to read αἰπύν for αἰπήν in 0 516. 
So also in II 766 οὔρεος ἐν βήσσῃς βαθέην πελεμιζέμεν ὕλην, 
Nauck’s correction βήσσῃσι βαθύν may be safely accepted. 
There is little to recommend the curious compromise βαθέην. 
Hes. Theog. 39 for Seta: γελᾷ we may restore ἡδύς" γελάει. 

For μὲν---δ᾽ dpa in 6 64 reference may be made to A 426, 
A 308, Β 426, Γ' 8 &c.; but to support δ᾽ dpa in « 210 by any 
quotations would surely be a work of supreme supererogation. 
© 67] κὰδ δ᾽ ἐκ πασσαλόφι κρέμασεν —. 

Here and @ 105 the archaic genitive πασσαλόο may be 
restored, cf. « 59 (Note). So also in 0 268. 

0100] νῦν δ᾽ ἐξέλθωμεν καὶ ἀέθλων πειρηθῶμεν 

For πειρηθῶμεν, the later form of the epic πειρηθήομεν 
(-clopey), we have πειρήσωμεν Schol. T, A 389, πειρηθέωμεν 
Bekker, πειρησώμεθ᾽ ἀέθλων Fick, all nearly equally objectionable. 
Other suggestions might be made, such as πειραώμεθ᾽ or πειρηθήετ᾽ 
ἀέθλων ; but perhaps the most satisfactory solution would be to 
suppose that the original reading was πειρηθῆναι (sensu imperativo). 
This would be almost sure to be converted into the traditional 
form. Compare w 532 (Note). 

9 1217 τοῖσι δ᾽ ἀπὸ νύσσης τέτατο δρόμος" οἱ δ᾽ ἅμα πάντες 
καρπαλίμως ἐπέτοντο κονίοντες πεδίοιο. 

The first clause is a doubtful entity. The technical terms of 
sport, racing and pedestrianism, are always somewhat of a 
mystery to the uninitiated, and, besides this inherent difficulty, 
vary so much from age to age, that it is not a matter of surprise 
if those of a remote time suggest to us ideas which originally 
they never conveyed. It is therefore no reproach to scholars if 
they are not agreed as to the meaning of this short sentence :— 

τοῖσι δ᾽ ἀπὸ νύσσης τέτατο δρόμος. 
The most generally accepted explanation, at any rate in England, 
is that given by Dr. Merry: ‘Their running was kept up at full 
speed from the starting-point,’ and so to the same effect Messrs. 
Butcher and Lang have: ‘ From the very start they strained at 
utmost speed.’ 
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On the other hand Ameis-Hentze understood the words 
quite differently. Their interpretation would run thus: ‘a course 
was drawn for them from the starting-point.’ This would be 
the δίαυλος, which extended, as they explain, from the starting- 
point to some mark in the distance and then back again to the 
starting-point. 

We have the sentence again in Ψ 758 also in the description 
of a foot-race. The competitors are named, then follows :— 

τοῖσι δ᾽ ἀπὸ νύσσης τέτατο δρόμος" ὦκα δ᾽ ἔπειτα 
ἔκφερ᾽ ᾿Οιλεΐδης, ἐπὶ δ᾽ ὥρνυτο δῖος Ὀδυσσεὺς ---. 

In this passage the first explanation, if the words will bear 
it, is suitable enough to the context. But the same cannot be 
said of @ ra1—2, for there the clause immediately following 
amounts to nothing more than a very weak and lumbering 
repetition of the statement that the race was a fast one. 

Of the second we may say generally that no one can consider 
the words ‘a course was drawn for them from the starting- 
point’ to be an adequate description of a δίαυλος at all. They 
really describe, if anything, what is called a point-to-point 
course. 

When we come to consider the particular words used it is 
almost a certainty that neither version can be accepted. 

It is always assumed that νύσσα means in these two places 
‘the starting-point’. The assumption, however, is most un- 
warrantable. If Homer had given us these two passages only, 
and the meaning had to be inferred from them, ‘starting-point’ 
would be a very tolerable guess, though not, as we have seen, 
entirely satisfactory. But he has not left us in the dark at all. 
No explanation could be more definite and precise than the one 
he has given us :— 

Ψ 327 ἕστηκε ξύλον αὖον ὅσον τ᾽ ὄργυι᾽ ὑπὲρ αἴης, 
ἢ δρνὸς ἢ πεύκης τὸ μὲν οὐ καταπύθεται ὄμβρῳ" 
λᾶε δὲ τοῦ ἑκάτερθεν ἐρηρέδαται δύο λευκὼ 
ἐν ξυνοχῇσιν ὁδοῦ, λεῖος δ᾽ ἱππόδρομος ἀμφίς" 
ἢ τευ σῆμα βροτοῖο πάλαι κατατεθνηῶτος, 
ἢ τό γε νύσσα τέτυκτο ἐπὶ προτέρων ἀνθρώπων" 
καὶ νῦν τέρματ᾽ ἔθηκε ποδάρκης δῖος ᾿Αχιλλεύς. 
τῷ σὺ μάλ᾽ ἐγχρίμψας ἐλάαν σχεδὸν ἅρμα καὶ ἵππους, 
αὐτὸς δὲ κλινθῆναι ἐυπλέκτῳ ἐνὶ δίφρῳ 
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qn ἐπ᾽ ἀριστερὰ τοῖον ἀτὰρ τὸν δεξιὸν ἵππον 
κένσαι ὁμοκλήσας, εἶξαί τέ οἱ ἡνία χερσίν. 

ἐν νύσσῃ δέ τοι ἵππος ἀριστερὸς ἐγχριμφθήτω, 
ὡς dy τοι πλήμνη γε δοάσσεται ἄκρον ἱκέσθαι 
κύκλον ποιητοῖο᾽ λίθου 3’ ἀλέασθαι ἐπαυρεῖν, 
μή πως ἵππους τε τρώσῃς κατά θ᾽ ἅρματα ἄξῃς" 


εἰ γάρ x’ ἐν νύσσῃ γε παρεξελάσῃσθα διώκων, 

οὐκ ἔσθ" ὅς κέ σ᾽ ἕλῃσι μετάλμενος ---. 
The νύσσα is the turning-point in the distance, remote from the 
starting-point, the ἀφετηρία, with which the Schol. B. Q. absurdly 
identify it. That the word should have both meanings is only 
conceivable on the improbable supposition that Homer used 
the terms of sport without caring for, we cannot say without 
knowing, their significance. 

For my part I believe rather in the fallibility of the writer 
of Schol. B. Q. and of all his authorities, if he had any. The 
only author who is supposed to have used νύσσα in the sense of 
starting-point is Oppianus in his Halieutica, and as he lived 
nearly 200 years after the beginning of the Christian Era, it 
does not matter much if he misused the word. It may be, 
however, that Oppianus is maligned. 

The only question is: Can wiooa be taken in its proper 
acceptation of ‘turning-point’ in these two passages θ 121 and 
ΨΥ 758? If so all other renderings, however ingenious and 
plausible, are at once out of court, being founded on an erroneous 
basis. « 

Now what serious objection can be taken to our ΤΡΒΘΘΠΙΒΕ 
the sentence in this way ?— 

‘A course was marked out for them straight from the turning- 

point.’ 

If we take a piece of string, pass it over a peg or nail or 
projection of any sort, and then holding the two ends nearly 
together in one or both hands pull the string taut, the line 
forms a δίαυλο. The one thing needful beside the string is 
the peg or nail, the wiooa. The line, the δρόμος, τέταται ἀπὸ 
γύσσης. 

So in arranging the race in Homer’s time the one thing 
needful was the distant wicoa. They did not need even the 
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string or any actual marking of the intermediate ground. The 
eye stretched an imaginary line to and from the wicca. This 
was sufficient: it made the δίαυλος, and none could mistake the 
course to be run. I hardly think it is necessary to say more in 
favour of this interpretation. It recommends itself. An English 
reader might perhaps imagine that Homer would have said to 
rather than from the νύσσα; but it is the idiom of the Greek 
language which differs from our own in this respect. Where we 
should speak of tying Odysseus to the mast, the Greeks said 
‘from the mast’ (μ 51) and so on. Nor does it really matter in 
this case, as the imaginary line that forms the δίαυλος is drawn 
both to and fro. 

It only remains to notice one passage which is thought to 
justify the first of our two recognized renderings. It is :— 

Ψ 373 ἀλλ᾽ ore δὴ πύματον τέλεον δρόμον ὠκέες ἵπποι 

ἂψ ἐφ᾽ ἁλὸς πολιῆς, τότε δὴ ἀρετή γε ἑκάστου 

φαίψνετ᾽, ἄφαρ δ᾽ ἵπποισι τάθη δρόμος" ὦκα δ᾽ ἔπειτα 

αἱ Φηρητιάδαο ποδώκεες ἔκφερον ἵπποι. 
Here the accepted rendering οὗ τάθη δρόμος is ‘the pace was 
forced ’, ‘accelerabatur impetus.’ This cannot be objected to as 
unsuitable to the passage; at the same time I venture to doubt 
whether this is precisely what the words really meant to the 
mind of the author. 

First of all I would notice that, except in one passage 

(Σ 281), regarded by many critics as an interpolation, δρόμος 
never means anything but ‘course’, ‘running-ground.’ Next 
τείνω seems to convey not so much the idea of hard tension as of 
extension in length. So that in P 543 τέτατο κρατερὴ topivy, 
M 436 ἐπὶ toa μάχη τέτατο πτόλεμός τε, τέτατο may mark rather 
the length, the protracted character, of the struggle than its 
ferocity and intensity. 

In any case I should be content to render ἄφαρ δ᾽ ἵπποισι τά 
δρόμος ‘at once the horses had a straight course before them’. 
The turn round the νύσσα being accomplished they had a straight 
run home, in which speed, not the driver’s dexterity, would tell. 
This may be a less picturesque expression, but is quite as 
effective a touch in the description. 

θ 159 ] οὐ γάρ σ᾽ οὐδέ, ξεῖνε, δαήμονι φωτὶ ἐΐσκω 
ἄθλων, οἷά τε πολλὰ per ἀνθρώποισι πέλονται, 
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ἀλλὰ τῷ ὅς θ᾽ ἅμα νηὶ πολυκληΐδι θαμίζων, 

ἀρχὸς ναντάων of τε πρηκτῆρες ἔασι, ᾿ 

φόρτον τε μνήμων καὶ ἐπίσκοπος ἧσιν ὁδαίων 

κερδέων θ᾽ ἁρπαλέων- οὐδ᾽ ἀθλητῆρι ἔοικας. 
This is the flouting speech of the Phaeacian Euryalus to Odysseus 
during the progress of the games. Even the most careless reader 
of Homer must be struck by the solitary example in |. 160 of the 
contracted form d@Aov. Rising up in protest against it there 
stand at least forty instances of the uncontracted ἄεθλον and 
ἀέθλα. Again the question arises:—Is the presence of this 
later form sufficient to prove that the line, and as much of 
the passage as may be involved in its excision, ought to be 
regarded as not genuine? And again the answer is:—By no 
means. Nothing has happened here beyond the introduction 
of a modern form where the original turn of expression happened 
to be of a slightly archaic cast, and happened also to lend itself 
with facility to such modernization. The primitive phrase is 
still recoverable :— 

old τ’ ἀέθλια πολλὰ μετ᾽ ἀνθρώποισι πέλονται. 

We may therefore disregard Knight’s rejection of this line. He 
also condemns on the same ground l. 164, to which I will make 
reference later. 

Now the omission of the antecedent genitive which the pre- 
ceding δαήμονι implies is peculiarly epic and may be illustrated 
‘by such examples as H 401 γνωτὸν δὲ καὶ ὃς μάλα νήπιός ἐστιν, 
τ 40 ἢ μάλα τις θεὸς ἔνδον, ot οὐρανὸν εὐρὺν ἔχουσιν. The attraction 
of the antecedent noun into the relative clause is too common 
after οἷος to need much illustration. Compare :— 

6 244 ἡμετέρης ἀρετῆς μεμνημένος, οἷα καὶ ἡμῖν 

Ζεὺς ἐπὶ ἔργα τίθησι διαμπερὲς ἐξ ἔτι πατρῶν. 
also the Note on A 364. But it may be worth while to consider 
briefly the remaining instances of this contraction (40A.) of the 
cognates of ἄεθλον.Ό. The contraction of the simple noun is, as 
I have said, unique here. The other instances are six in 
number, seven, if we count a repeated linc. We have ἀθλήσαντα 
twice (H 453, O 30). I have already dealt with these passages 
in a discussion of the former line Journ. Phil. xxrv. 48, p. 278, 
and need say no more of them. Q 734 ἀθλεύων may be dismissed 
as late. Either the composer himself did not accurately realize 
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the proper sense of ἀεθλεύω, for which see A 389, Ψ 274, 737, or 
possibly he wrote θητεύων, which some one afterwards altered 
to save the royal dignity. We next come to two instances of 
ἀθλοφόρος :— 
: I 124 πηγοὺς ἀθλοφόρονς, ot ἀέθλια ποσσὶν dpovro = 266 
A 699 τέσσαρες ἀθλοφόροι ἕπποι αὐτοῖσιν ὄχεσφιν. 
In the first case πῆγας ἀεθλοφόρους (Brandreth) is probably right. 
πῆγες from πηγός would be fairly paralleled by ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι 
beside épinpos éraipos. But there is even less difficulty here, as 
no well-established singular form wyyés has to be discounted. 
There is only κύματι πηγῷ at the end of a line (ε 388). In the 
second A 699 a trepepeeion leads directly to an easy remedy :— 
αὐτοῖς τέσσαρες ἵπποι ἀεθλοφόροι σὺν ὄχεσφιν. 

Cf. Χ 22 σευάμενος ὥς θ᾽ ἵππος ἀεθλοφόρος σὺν ὄχεσφιν, 
and for the rhythm :--- 
, E 222 οἷοι Τρώιοι ἵπποι ἐπιστάμενοι πεδίοιο. 
Of course the metre would allow the commencement τέσσαρες 
αὐτοῖσ᾽ with elision, if preferred. 

There is. now left to be noticed only the concluding line of 
this speech of Euryalus :— 

κερδέων θ᾽ ἁρπαλέων' οὐδ᾽ ἀθλητῆρι ἔοικας. 

It would be possible to suggest μάλ᾽ ἀεθλητῆρι or with a closer 
adherence to the tradition σὺ δ᾽ ἀεθλητῆρι (cf. Aesch. Eum. 137 
σὺ δ᾽ αἱματηρόν, for which the MSS. offer οὐδ᾽ αἱματηρόν) with con- 
temptuous irony: but the whole line seems rather like a later 
addition, ‘e commentis ortus’ (Knight). Over and above the 
objection to ἀθλητῆῇρι, the ground on which Knight based his 
rejection of the line, there are suspicious features about the adj. 
ἁρπαλέων. It is difficult to believe that the meaning, ‘ alluring,’ 
‘attractive,’ given by Liddell and Scott for this passage, is 
Homeric at all. The use of the adverb ἁρπαλέως is not recon- 
cilable with such a sense. On the other hand, if the meaning 
be ‘snatched,’ ‘ plundered,’ it seems hardly. consistent to make 
this a reproach to a trader in an age when plundering open 
and avowed in the form of piracy was an honourable calling. 
Moreover the speech would end effectively enough with ὁδαίων 
instead of with the mere repetition of the all too near opening 
remark. 

In 1. 163 «low should be accepted from P 1 man. and 
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Schol. H. rather than jow, not only because the only genuine 
Homeric form of the subj. is éjow, but because, while palaeo- 
graphically the two words are identical, EICIN, the subjunctive 
here is at any rate not essential. 
θ 167] οὕτως οὐ πάντεσσι θεοὶ χαρίεντα διδοῦσιν 

ἀνδράσιν, ovre φυὴν οὔτ᾽ ἂρ φρένας οὔτ᾽ ἀγορητύν. 

The use οὗ οὕτως here is unparalleled in Homer, and is 
hardly sufficiently vouched for by the similar use of adeo in 
Latin, v. Merry and Riddell ad loc. ‘so true is it that’. This 
doubt is strengthened when we compare :— 

A 320 ἀλλ᾽ ov πως ἅμα πάντα θεοὶ δόσαν ἀνθρώποισιν" 

N 729 ἀλλ’ οὔ πως ἅμα πάντα δυνήσεαι αὐτὸς ἑλέσθαι. 
and confirmed when we take into consideration the undeniable 
fact that the most important word in the two lines just quoted, 
the cardinal point as it were, πάντα, is conspicuously absent in 
@ 167. Hence we have several proposed emendations here. 
Duentzer proposed and van Leeuwen and da Costa accept :— 

οὕτως οὐχ dua πάντα θεοὶ χαρίεντα διδοῦσι---. , 
So also van Herwerden with οὐ γάρ πως for οὕτως οὐχ. 
_ On the other hand Adam would find room for the necessary 
word by removing χαρίεντα. He proposes :— 

οὕτως ov πάντεσσι θεοὶ ἅμα πάντα διδοῦσιν 
or as an alternative, not unnecessarily offered, as the hiatus is 
glaring :— 

οὕτως οὐκ dpa πάντα θεοὶ πάντεσσι διδοῦσιν. 
I confess I do not find any of these suggestions satisfactory. 
It does not seem likely that πάντεσσι is wrong, and still less 
that χαρίεντα is an intruder. The doubtful word is οὕτως, and 
if this be, as seems probable, properly represented by the οὔ 
aus of A 320 and N 729, then we have only to deal with οὕτως 
ov. The rest of the line should not be touched. 

The passage is, I submit, made to read satisfactorily, and its 
present state is most easily accounted for, if we suppose that 
it stood originally :— 

πάνθ᾽ ὡς οὐ πάντεσσι θεοὶ χαρίεντα διδοῦσιν. 
Thus the emphatic word occupies the first place, the place to 
which it is properly entitled. I suggest further that πάντα ὡς 
became corrupted into πάντως, which was then changed into 


the more suitable adverb οὕτως. 
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6 179] ἐγὼ δ᾽ οὐ νῆις ἀέθλων, 

ὡς σύ γε μυθεῖαι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν πρώτοισιν ὀΐω 

ἔμμεναι, ὄφρ᾽ ἤβῃ τε πεκοίθεα χερσί τ᾽ ἐμῆῇσι. 
The second line in all probability ran thus in the original :— 

ὡς ov ye μυθέε᾽, εἰμ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν πρώτοισιν ὀίω---. 
μυθέε᾽ = μυθέεαι with elision. We may of course adopt the 
traditional hyphaeresis of B 202 pv6éa, which was doubtless 
preferred as less antiquated, and read 

ὡς ov ye μνθέαι, εἰμ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν πρώτοισιν ὀίω---. 
The necessity for the εἰμί here is not metrical only. The contrast 
with ἔμμεναι = ‘was’ will not allow us to leave out the corre- 
sponding and contrasting ‘ am’ in the earlier clause. 
0195] καί κ᾿ dAads τοι, ξεῖνε, διακρίνειε τὸ σῆμα 

ἀμφαφόων' 

Here τὸ σῆμα should hardly be accepted unquestionably as 
an early instance of the defining article (v. Monro, H. G. § 261, 3). 
There is every probability that a primitive 

τόδ᾽ ἣμα 
would have had small chance of surviving, when so facile a 
modernization as τὸ σῆμα was suggested by the words of a line 
so near as 1, 192 
ὃ δ᾽ ὑπέρπτατο σήματα πάντων---- 
The noun ἧμα ‘cast’, ‘throw ’, is only preserved in Ψ 891 :-- 
ἠδ᾽ ὅσσον δυνάμει τε καὶ ἥμασιν ἔπλευ ἄριστος 
and even there we are told that a wild modernization was 
essayed, δυνάμει καὶ ῥήμασι. So hard is it for an obsolete word 
to remain untampered with, even when interference leads directly 
to absurdity. 

Here though the change to rd σῆμα introduces no such 
discordant element, yet ja might challenge comparison with 
σῆμα on intrinsic merit alone leaving the choice between τό 
and τόδε out of the question. If, as is usually supposed, the 
σήματα of 1. 192 are pegs stuck in the ground, Athene would 
in effect say that this ja needs no σῆμα to make it more dis- 
cernible, It needs no judgement of the eye. A blind man 
could tell by touch alone that this throw was first and the rest, 


as they say, nowhere. 
122 


BOOK VIII θ 229-237 


6 229] δουρὶ δ᾽ ἀκοντίζω ὅσον οὐκ ἄλλος τις ὀιστῷ. 
Read ἀκοντίζειν as the metre demands. The infinitive 
depends on the εὖ οἶδα of 1. 215 :— 
εὖ μὲν τόξον οἶδα ἐύξοον dudaddac ba: 
Even if the intervening lines be retained as genuine, the main- 
tenance of the construction is characteristic of the epic style, 
but it is of interest to note that the whole passage ll. 216-28 
is condemned as an interpolation by many eminent scholars, 
Kirchhoff, La Roche, Fick, Lehre, Kayser, van Leeuwen and 
da Costa. If the passage be removed as inconsistent with the 
incognito of Odysseus, for here he clearly poses as one of the 
leaguers against Troy, and also with the speech of Alcinous, 
ll. 577-86, the emendation might commend itself even to the 
casual reader, perhaps indeed to all except those who wildly 
imagine hiatus licitus to be a thing desirable in itself and for 
itself. 
0237] ἀλλ’ ἐθέλεις ἀρετὴν σὴν φαινέμεν, 7 τοι ὀπηδεῖ, 
χωόμενος ὅτι σ᾽ οὗτος ἀνὴρ ἐν ἀγῶνι παραστὰς 
νείκεσεν, ὡς ἂν σὴν ἀρετὴν βροτὸς ov τις ὄνοιτο 
ὅς τις ἐπίσταιτο ἧσι φρεσὶν ἄρτια βάζειν" 
The last line may also be found verbatim in the Iliad in 
a passage which may be compared advantageously with the 
above :— 
Ἐς 90 σίγα, μή τίς τ᾽ ἄλλος ᾿Αχαιῶν τοῦτον ἀκούσῃ 
μῦθον, ὃν οὔ κεν ἀνήρ γε διὰ στόμα πάμπαν ἄγοιτο, 
ὅς τις ἐπίσταιτο you φρεσὶν ἄρτια βάζειν 
σκηπτοῦχός T εἴη, καί οἱ πειθοίατο λαοὶ----. 
In & 92 there is a well-supported, though unmetrical, variant 
ἐπίσταται. One MS. Lips. has ἐπίστατο. So in 6 240 ἐπίσταται 
has some support and émoraiy is given in two scholia. As 
admissible readings none of these variants are of any value. 
Their existence however necessarily reflects some doubt upon 
ἐπίσταιτο, and makes one wonder what common origin they all 
can have had. The common point about them seems to be 
that they are efforts of the grammatical spirit to impart a formal 
accuracy to something which to the later critical ear must 
have seemed defective in this respect. The missing link of the 
traditional readings, the basis of the grammatical deviation, 


may be found in the form ἐπιστάμενος. The probability of 
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this suggestion depends upon the ascertained usage of this word 
in Homer. Curiously enough it is almost always strictly adjec- 
tival. The step from participle to adjective is not perhaps very 
difficult to take, the border line being narrow enough, but it 
is seldom taken so thoroughly as to admit the possibility of 
anything like :— 
T 80 ὑββάλλειν: χαλεπὸν γὰρ ἐπισταμένῳ περ ἐόντι, 
where the participle of the verb, ‘to be’, has to be added to this 
participle to ensure that the expression should be recognized as 
really participial. 
O 282 Αἰτωλῶν ὄχ᾽ ἄριστος, ἐπιστάμενος μὲν ἄκοντι 
ἐσθλὸς δ᾽ ἐν σταδίῃ:" 
= 599 οἱ δ᾽ ὁτὲ μὲν θρέξασκον ἐπισταμένοισι πόδεσσι---.- 
δ 231 ἰητρὸς δὲ ἕκαστος ἐπιστάμενος περὶ πάντων 
ξ 359 ἀνδρὸς ἐπισταμένον' 
ν 312 ἀργαλέον σε, θεά, Ὑγέαναι βροτῷ ἀντιάσαντι 


Ψ 184 τίς δέ μοι ἄλλοσε θῆκε λέχος ; χαλεπὸν δέ κεν εἴη 
καὶ μάλ’ ἐπισταμένῳ. 
φ 406 ὡς ὅτ᾽ ἀνὴρ φόρμιγγος ἐπιστάμενος καὶ ἀοιδῆς---. 
In one passage π 374 ἐπιστάμενος should probably be read for the 
unique ἐπιστήμων. 
Only once is it still participial 8 730 ἐπιστάμεναι σάφα 
θυμῷ. 
Similar is εἰδώς with acc. (participle), with gen. (adjective). 
Compare also the usage of repvypévos, a 18 aud elsewhere. 
It seems to me highly probable that if the only passage in 
question had been ἘΞ 92 f. :— 
ὅς τις ἐπιστάμενος tee φρεσὶν ἄρτια βάζειν 
σκηπτοῦχός τ᾽ εἴη καί οἱ πειθοίατο Aavi—. 
we should not have been troubled with ἐπίσταιτο at all, as εἴη 
can go with ἐπιστάμενος as well as with σκηπτοῦχος. In 0 240 
however the case is different. The statement ends with βάζειν, 
so the grammatical purist had only two courses open to carry 
out the convictions of his soul. He had either to begin a new 
line with εἴη and find some words to complete his verse, or to 
change ἐπιστάμενος into éricrarro. Naturally he would choose 
the latter alternative. Both passages had to be treated alike. 
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Hence we have our traditional ἐπίσταιτο and its train. Compare 
for ellipse of εἴη :— 

N 322 ὃς θνητός τ᾽ εἴη καὶ ἔδοι Δημήτερος ἀκτήν, 

χαλκῷ τε ῥηκτὸς μεγάλοισί τε χερμαδίοισιν. 
In 1. 238 the original reading may well have been 
χωόμενός περ, ὅ σ᾽ οὗτος ἀνὴρ ἐν ἀγῶνι παραστάς. 
This ὅ equivalent to the later conjunction ὅτι would fall an easy 
victim to the improver. See A τοῖ (Note). 
θ 262] ἀμφὶ δὲ κοῦροι 
πτρωθῆβαι ἵσταντο 

All that is necessary is to allow the text elsewhere to come 

to the rescue of the text here. 
πρωθῆβαι σεύοντο 
is vouched for by A 414-15 and 410. 

‘Were busy about him’ in a bustling crowd is the sense. 

θ 290] ἐρχομένη κατ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔζεθ᾽- ὃ δ᾽ εἴσω δώματος ἤει (ἦε Nauck). 

Read ὁ δ᾽ εἴσω δώματ᾽ ἐσῇε 

The expression is a little pleonastic; but not more so than 
our own ‘he entered in’, cf. η 6 ἐσθῆτά re ἔσφερον εἴσω. The 
other passage, which is quoted in support of δώματος here, is so 
used by a misunderstanding. Thus it stands :-— 

ἢ 135 καρπαλίμως ὑπὲρ οὐδὸν ἐβήσετο δώματος εἴσω. 
where if we take οὐδὸν δώματος together like οὐδὸν μεγάροιο 
(x 127), αὐλῆς οὐδόν (η 130), then εἴσω δώματος here has 
absolutely nothing in epic usage to justify it, and can only 
appeal to the later idiom, to which it undoubtedly owes its origin. 
6 305] σμερδαλέον δ' ἐβόησε γέγωνέ τε πᾶσι θεοῖσι. 

If we accept this—the traditional form of the line—we 
cannot escape the necessity of believing that Homer practically 
made no distinction, if so inclined, between a perfect and a 
pluperfect form, that although he was under ordinary circum- 
stances willing to submit to the general laws of language and 
allow yéywva to mean ‘I shout’ but (é)yeywvea ‘I shouted’, 
yet he did not hesitate on occasion to override even such a 
fundamental distinction as this, and sometimes to treat the 
perf. yéywve a8 equivalent to the pluperf. γεγώνει, as in the 
present line. The truth is these grammatical solecisms are not 
to be charged to Homer at all. They have one and all been 
foisted into the text, and modern editors, deeply impressed 
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by the legal maxim that possession is nine points of the law, 
have not ventured to question their validity, much less to 
expel them as intruders. There is also this peculiarity about 
them, which has greatly favoured their maintenance, that they 
have only ventured to inflict themselves upon those verbs which, 
like weakly and ailing plants, have lacked strength to protect 
themselves from parasitic growths. We do not find verbs, that 
have preserved their vigour and vitality in the later language, 
suffering in this way. Words like ἕστηκα, πέποιθα, οἶδα, πέφυκα 
(but v. η 114) &c. are, and always have been, safe enough from 
these attacks. Perhaps we should say they have had friends 
to stand by them, to raise their voices in their behalf and save 
them from maltreatment. It is only the obsolete word, deserted 
and friendless, that has been permanently damaged. δείδιε twice 
appears as a pluperfect, v. Journ. Phil. xxv. 50. p. 320, and 
the martyrdom of ἄνωγα might move a heart of stone to pity. 
Unfortunately its wounds remain and are kept rankling by the 
timidity and thematic plasters of philologists. At present how- 
ever we are only concerned with the rescue of yéywve. For ἄνωγα 
vy. Note on v 139. 
It will be sufficient to set forth the usage of our verb in the 
indicative mood and in the third pers. sing. only :— 
€ 400 ἀλλ’ ὅτε τόσσον ἀπῆν ὅσσον τε γέγωνε βοήσας, 
= ¢ 413, » 181). 
{ 294 τόσσον ἀπὸ πτόλιος ὅσσον τε γέγωνε βοήσας" 
Χ 34 ὑψόσ' ἀνασχόμενος, μέγα δ᾽ οἰμώξας ἐγεγώνει----. 
Ψ 428 ᾿Ατρείδης δ᾽ ἔδεισε καὶ ᾿Αντιλόχῳ ἐγεγώνει- 
φ 368 Τηλέμαχος δ᾽ ἑτέρωθεν ἀπειλήσας ἐγεγώνει. 
So far all is normal and regular; nor is there much difficulty in :— 
Ἐ 469 Alas δ᾽ αὖτ᾽ ἐγέγωνεν ἀμύμονι Πουλυδάμαντι, 
where it is obvious enough that the traditional ἐγέγωνεν is merely 
ἐγεγώνε᾽ (ἐγεγώνεε) with a paragogic ν erroneously inserted in 
place of the apostrophe. 
Then we come to our passage θ 305 and its one associate in 
the misery of corruption :— 
Q 703 κώκυσέν τ᾽ dp’ ἔπειτα yéywvé τε πᾶν κατὰ ἄστυ. 
I would suggest that the former should be redeemed by an easy 
transposition thus :— 
σμερδαλέον δ᾽ ἐβόησε θεοῖσί τε πᾶσι γεγώνει. 
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and again in the latter instance, although there is also a possi- 
bility of restoring grammatical regularity by substituting βόησε 
for yéywve, we may employ similar means :— 

κὠώκυσέν τ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ ἰδὲ πᾶν κατὰ ἄστυ γεγώνει. 
Nauck’s ἐγέγωνες for ἐβόησας (5 281) is a barbarism not to be 
tolerated even in an interpolated passage. 

In two passages our verb is open to some suspicion, as it 
can hardly bear, certainly not with any obvious propriety, its 
ordinary sense of shouting. First comes :— 

μ 310 οἰμώξας δὲ θεοῖσι μετ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι γεγώνευν. 
Odysseus was ποῦ ‘in the company of the immortal gods’, nor, 
if he had been, would shouting have been comme il faut on his 
part. The case is different with Hephaestus (@ 305). Clearly 
the expression is drawn from X 34 quoted above, and therefore 
Bekker’s μέγ᾽ for per’ is likely to be right. γεγώνευν remains 
a difficulty. But what are we to say of:— 
p 161 ἥμενος ἐφρασάμην καὶ Τηλεμάχῳ ἐγεγώνευν ? 

It was disallowed by Aristarchus along with 1. 160 with good 
reason. It reminds one very forcibly of the words of Humpty 
Dumpty in Lewis Carroll’s ‘Through the Looking-glass’, 
Pp. 134:- 

I said it very loud and clear; 

I went and shouted in his ear. 
Whether Telemachus behaved as the next couplet describes is 
not revealed; but no one eould blame him, if he did :— 

But he was very stiff and proud; 

He said ‘ You needn’t shout so loud!’ . 
In these two last passages the thematic γεγώνευν may be taken 
to be the nearest approach to an original γεγώνεα with mono- 
syllabic -ea, that could pass through the mill-stones of tradition. 

In connexion with this verb it is of interest to note that in 
the recovered Bacchylides (111. 35) we have :— 

χέρας δ᾽ és 
αἰπὺν αἰθέρα σφετέρας ἀείρας 
γέγωνεν. [Ed. Princeps] 

This wight have served as an indication more or less definite 
of the period (about 500 8.6.) before which the original usage 
was lost and superseded by the loose treatment of yéywve as 
a past tense. Unfortunately however the verb here is by no 
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means assured. The papyrus has preserved only the last three 
letters NEN, so that the true reading may conceivably have 
been Airawev or λέτανεν (aor.) or something similar. Certainly 
we have here no warrantable authority for γέγωνεν, which Prof. 
Jebb (1905) retained. 

Let me add that the poet ought to have written, though the 
papyrus forbids me to say he did write :— 

αἰθέρ᾽ ἀμφοτέρας, 
9 8151 οὐ μέν σφεας ἔτ᾽ ἔολπα μίνυνθά γε κειέμεν οὕτω---. 

We may take σῴφεας ér’ with Bentley as an imaginary 
metrical improvement of an original σῴωε ἔολπα (fefoAwa), but 
even then the line is very unsatisfactory. The metre proceeds 
with all smoothness, the sense lags and halts considerably. It 
is just barely possible to maintain that μίνυνθά ye =‘ a moment 
longer’, a possibility which becomes very bare indeed when we 
reflect that the sense thus reached might be even better expressed 
by the diametrically opposite expression μάλα δήν. 

It must not however be supposed that I am here suggesting 
μάλα δήν as a possible reading instead of μίνυνθά ye. I only 
wish to point out the incongruity of the accepted text. The 
corruption, if there be any, is not to be looked for in μίνυνθά ye, 
but rather in the opening words of the line. A plausible and, 
1 think I may venture to say, a probable restoration might be 
found in the following :— 

ἦ μέν σφωε ἔολπα μίνυνθά ye κειέμεν οὕτω 
‘Verily indeed I expect the pair will lie thus but a little time’, 
—it will only be for a little while that they will remain as 
they are. 
0 347] λῦσον᾽ ἐγὼ δέ τοι αὐτὸν ὑπίσχομαι, ὡς σὺ κελεύεις, 
τίσειν αἴσιμα πάντα per ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσι. 

Here one MS gives αὐτός, Monacensis Augustanus (0). 
The most cursory view of the context makes it quite impossible 
for any one to entertain the idea that Poseidon is here 
promising that he himself will pay. That offer he makes later 
on (ll. 355-6), in case Ares defaults. Consequently we may be 
sure that no one ever deliberately altered αὐτόν into αὐτός. 
Such an introduction of confusion into a plain tale is incon- 
ceivable as the act of a sane man. 

On the other hand the converse change of αὐτός (supposing 
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this to be the original reading) to αὐτόν would be made at once 
by everybody, as a necessary correction. The question then that 
arises is this. Is it possible that αὐτός is after all what was 
found in the primitive text and that this MS, has preserved it 
for us? Clearly not, unless the subject of τίσειν (τισέμεν) was 
otherwise given, for it cannot be omitted. I would submit 


the following reconstruction, which will account for all the 
phenomena :— 
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ἐγὼ δέ ὃ τ᾽ αὐτὸς ὑπίσχομαι 
No fault can be found with the sense thus given: ‘But I give 
thee my personal promise that he will,’ &c. The elision of the 
diphthong of τοι is legitimate enough, though in course of time 
the Greeks eschewed it, and the loss of é after δέ only natural, 
while it would certainly entail the correction of αὐτός into 
αὐτόν. 
Similarly in π 66 ἐγὼ δέ τοι ἐγγναλίξω" the true reading 
would rather be, for the pronoun should not be omitted :— 
ἐγὼ δέ ὃ τ᾽ ἐγγναλίξω" 
θ 3525] πῶς ἂν ἐγώ σε δέοιμι μετ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσιν, 
εἴ κεν “Apys οἴχοιτο χρέος καὶ δεσμὸν ἀλύξας ; 
According to Ameis-Hentze the form χρέος instead of the only 
well authenticated Homeric χρεῖος has caused La Roche to 
suggest (Hom. Unters., p. 41) χρέως with monosyllabic scansion 
as the original reading. The result sounds anything but 
rhythmical. The equal division of the verse into two separate 
parts is a device not so richly beautiful as it is fortunately 
rare. To read the line as a.verse at all is rather a trial to the 
vocal organs, a dangerous delight, not to be indulged in too 
frequently by the wise and prudent. Hence, if χρέος is as 
inadmissible as I fully believe it to be, I should prefer to attempt 
the restoration of the line in this manner :-— 
εἴ κεν ὅ γ᾽ οἴχοιτο χρεῖος καὶ δεσμὸν ἀλύξας. 

The pronominal ὅ ye without further addition is sufficiently 
lucid here, and yet it might easily have been displaced to make 
room for the very correct gloss, Ἄρης. Certainly the metrical 
outcome of this hypothesis need not fear comparison with La 
Roche’s curious effort. 

There are one or two interesting points attaching to the 
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examples of χρεῖος in Homer, which for the purpose I hase a 


view may be exhibited at length :-— 
Y 367 εἶμ᾽, ἔνθα χρεῖός μοι ὀφέλλεται, οὔ τι νέον ye— 
Δ 686 τοὺς ἴμεν οἷσι χρεῖος ὀφείλετ᾽ ἐν Ἤλιδι δίῃ" 
d 17 ἦλθε μετὰ χρεῖος, τό ῥά οἱ πᾶς δῆμας ὄφελλε᾽ 
θ 355 ἭφΦαιστ᾽, εἴ περ γάρ κεν “Apns χρεῖος ὑπαλύξας--- 
A 688 δαίτρευον᾽ πολέσιν γὰρ Ἐπειοὶ χρεῖος ὄφειλον, 
698 καὶ γὰρ τῷ χρεῖος μέγ᾽ ὀφείλετ᾽ ἐν Ἤλιδι Siy,— 
N 746 χρεῖος, ἐπεὶ παρὰ νηυσὶν ἀνὴρ dros πολέμοιο---- 
a 409 7 ἐὸν αὐτοῦ χρεῖος ἐελδόμενος τόδ᾽ ἱκάνει; 
β 48 ἀλλ' ἐμὸν αὐτοῦ χρεῖος, ὅ μοι κακὸν ἔμπεσε οἴκῳ. 

The odds against χρέος, which is not very likely to find many 
advocates—it is also impugned by Leo Meyer (Kuhn’s Zeitschr. 
Vii, p. 208)—are not, however, quite nine to one, as would 
seem from the above list. It has the support, whatever it may 
be worth, of the accepted, but for all that not very trustworthy, 
reading of A 479 :— 

ἦλθον Τειρεσίαο κατὰ χρέος, εἴ τινα βονλὴν (εἴποι),--- 
so that in this case as in several others the questionable form 
exists in duplicate. It would seem as if there had been a 
deliberate intention not to leave the modernized form entirely 
without a comrade to keep it in countenance. 

But it may be observed that χρέος in this latter line departs 
not only from the quantity of χρεῖος, but is used in an uncertain 
sense. The commentators obligingly give us the choice of three 
renderings, (1) ‘on business with,’ (2) ‘in need of, (3) ‘for 
consultation with.’ To add to the difficulty the identical 
expression xara xpéos actually occurs in the ‘Hymn to Hermes’, 
1. 138 :- 

αὐτὰρ ἐπεί τοι πάντα κατὰ χρέος ἥνυσε δαίμων, 
where it evidently means ‘ ἀυ]γ᾽, ἴῃ due course ’, and contributes 
precisely nothing to the elucidation of the usage in the Homeric 
passage. 

I would suggest, as the only possible solution short of 
absolute surrender to χρέος, that in A 479 the original must 
have been subjected to some slight alteration, and might 
previously have run thus :— 

ἦλθον Τειρεσίαο κατὰ κλέος---- 
This is ἃ little different from the usual μετὰ κλέος, but this 
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Gifference would correspond to a difference in the sense of the 
expression. He came not ‘in quest of’, ‘to find’,the fame of 
‘Teiresias, cf. A 227 pera κλέος ἵκετ᾽ ᾿Αχαιῶν, but ‘because of his 
fame’, ‘along of’, as we say in provincial English of the North. 

So much then for the validity of χρέος in Homer. I must 
now return to 0 353. The lengthening of the o of οἴχοιτο before 
χρεῖος in my proposed emendation will not be objected to in 
face of y 367 εἶμ᾽, ἔνθα χρεῖος, ᾧ 17 ἦλθε μετὰ χρεῖος, where the 
‘ production ’ is that of a syllable in arsis. 

With regard to A 686 τοὺς ἵμεν οἷσι χρεῖος the case is 
different, and I have a suggestion to make, which, if well 
founded, is of some importance in the sphere of metrical usage. 
The ε of οἷσι being here in thesis, the better reading would be, 
as I judge, οἷσιν χρεῖος. In fact I venture to maintain that, 
other means failing, the ν ἐφελκυστικόν is a necessity here; for 
although yp would always suffice to lengthen a preceding short 
vowel in arsis—of this there are examples in plenty—it would 
be quite a different matter if the vowel were in thesis. Then 
I submit this vowel would remain short, as in the well-known 
instances :-— 

Ψ 186 ῥοδόεντι δὲ χρῖεν ἐλαίῳ----. 
2 η98 καὶ τά γε χρυσείην ἐς λάρνακα θῆκαν ἑλόντες. 

Accordingly I should not regard the traditional reading of 
θ 353 a8 metrically open to any valid objection any more than 
Hymn. Apoll. 293 :— 

πᾶσι θεμιστεύοιμι χρέων ἐνὶ πίονι νηῷ. 

On the other hand La Roche’s reconstitution of 6 353 in 
this light becomes worse than ever; but let it rest in peace. 
Why stretch the corpse, and such a disjointed corpse, again upon 
the rack ? 


I proceed to add to the passages already adduced Hymn. 

Herm. 332 :— 
σπουδαῖον τόδε χρῆμα θεῶν μεθ᾽ ὁμήγυριν ἦλθε 
and one of a unique, but very suggestive, character from the 
Hymn to Apollo, 1. 439 :— 
ἐς λιμέν᾽, ἡ δ᾽ ἀμάθοισιν ἐχρίμψατο ποντοπόρος νηῦς. 
Now I do not claim to have absolutely proved by these instances 
the canon I have ventured to lay down, but the probability of 
its truth is at least considerably strengthened thereby, and may 
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derive still further confirmation and support both (1) from 
examples of its applicability to improve existing rhythms and 
(2) from the facility with which such adverse examples as occur 
in the vulgate may be corrected. 

(1) I will begin by referring to a 409 and the very similar 
B 45, quoted above in the list of instances of the use of χρεῖος. 
The primitive and more acceptable rhythm in these lines may 
fairly be supposed to have been :— 

ἢ ἐὸν αὑτόο χρεῖος--- 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐμὸν αὐτόο χρεῖος---. 

In p 121 ὅττευ χρηίζων at the beginning of the line is clearly 
improved by the restoration of the dactyl orreo. No advocacy 
is here required. None shall be used. 

And so probably enough in A 686, although, as I have 
said, οἷσιν would be at least correct, yet something might be 
advanced both on grounds of sense and rhythm in favour of :— 

τοὺς ἵμεν οἷσί τι χρεῖος ὀφείλετ᾽ ἐν Ἤλιδι δίῃ. 

In A 37, 451, perhaps I may not be alone in preferring to 
the vulgate this emendation :— , 

κλῦθί prev, ἀργυρότοξος, ὃ Χρύσην ἀμφιβέβηκας. 
For the nom. for voc. v. Cobet, Misc. Crit. p. 333, Monro, H. 6. 
§ 164, and for the article used as relative pronoun v. Monro, 
Η. 6. ὃ 262. Ἴ 

I expect less ready support and approval for my next 
suggestion, on the analogy of Hym. Apoll. 439, quoted above, 
that a 13 :— 

τὸν δ᾽ οἷον, νόστου κεχρημένον ἠδὲ γυναικός, 
may have had originally, as the second hand in U (Monacensis 
Augustanus) gives it, 
νόστοιο κεχρημένον, 
while the very similar but even more cumbrous andante move- 
ment of v 378 σίτου καὶ οἴνου κεχρημένον would certainly be 
infinitely improved in lightness, harmony and rhythn, if read :— 
σίτοο καὶ οἴνοιο Kexpnuevov—. 

So also x 50 ov τι γάμου τόσσον κεχρημένος. Leg. τοσσόνδε. 

(2) The adverse instances of lengthening of a short vowel 
in thesis before yp are neither numerous nor formidable. In 
y 215 we now read :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε δὴ τὰ χρήματ᾽ ἀριθμήσω καὶ ἴδωμαι. 
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For this I have elsewhere (v. Note on ν 213 ad fin.), without any 
idea that the second foot was really illegitimate, proposed to 


restore :— 
ἀλλ᾽ dye δὴ τάδε χρήματ᾽ ἀριθμήσω τε Bw re. 

I need not dwell on the un-epic character of the article 
here. The hitherto unsuspected fact that it is also unmetrical, 
merely confirms the general opinion which already condemns, 
and has long condemned, ra χρήματα as a late depravation, 
though the terrors of yp seem to have prevented any suggestion 
of the above easy remedy. 

There is ἃ very corrupt line, showing this erroneous τὰ 
χρήματα in the same position in the verse, to be found in the 
Hymn to Hermes (400) :— 

Hx’ ob δὴ τὰ χρήματ᾽ ἀτιτάλλετο νυκτὸς ἐν ὥρῃ. 
The attempted restorations are exceedingly numerous. I will 
add my own :— 
ἧχι of ἄδδην χρήματ᾽ ἐβάλλετο νυκτὸς ἐν ὥρῃ. 
So again ν 363 ἀλλὰ χρήματα μὲν μυχῷ ἄντρου θεσπεσίοιο 
θείομεν αὐτίκα νῦν----. 
The tradition here has not been altogether fallacious, for in 
four reasonably good MSS. PHTU (Ludwich) may be found the 
true reading ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε instead of ἀλλά FGDSLW. 
ν 283 οἱ δὲ χρήματ᾽ ἐμὰ γλαφυρῆς ἐκ νηὸς ἑλόντες 

Here οἱ δ᾽ ἄρα or simply of δὲ κτήματ᾽ as suggested for the 

next example, ¢ 385. 

£385 πολλὰ χρήματ᾽ ἄγοντα σὺν ἀντιθέοις ἑτάροισι. 
Here again the MSS. in three instances at any rate, GLW, 
indicate an unexceptional reading :— 

πολλὰ κτήματ᾽ 

This is to some extent confirmed by the analogous case οὗ ν 120, 
where the accepted text has ἐκ δὲ κτήματ᾽, though a minority of 
MSS., already started on a wrong tack, has χρήματα there also 
(κτήματ᾽ FGPHDSU ; χρήματ᾽ MLW, Eust., Ludwich). 

There remains, I believe, but one other instance of this 

lengthening in thesis :-— 
a 185 ἠδὲ χρύσεα δῶρα τετυγμένα" 
The line is probably spurious; but the subjoined is not 
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a very far-fetched remedy, nor one from which the vulgate 
could not be developed with tolerable facility :— 
ἠδ᾽ ἔτι χρύσεα δῶρα 

ἠδ᾽ ἔτι would be read ἠδέ τι, and then the meaningless rz 
would of course drop out altogether. Compare { 173, where 
although ὄφρα τι is in no wise meaningless, yet I am distinctly 
of opinion that Homer said ὄφρ᾽ ἔτι, in spite of the recurrence 
of ἔτι in the next line, Such recurrences are not uncommon in 
Homer. 

I now pass for a moment to the consideration of 6 355 :-— 

“Hdawr’, εἴ περ γάρ κεν “Apns χρεῖος ὑπαλύξας. 
On the principle I have endeavoured to establish, the intolerable 
ending -os ὑπαλύξας, now defended on grounds which carry no 
conviction but cannot well be discussed at present, may be 
easily redeemed by a simple tmesis :— 
ἭφΦαιστ᾽, εἴ περ γάρ xev “Apns ὑπὸ χρεῖος ἀλύξας. 

In conclusion I cannot but remark on the curious incon- 
venience of the duplicate set of verb forms exhibited in the lines, 
on which I have been commenting, ὀφείλεται, ὄφειλον, ὀφείλετο 
contrasted with ὀφέλλεται, ὄφελλ. The inconvenience is en- 
hanced when we have to find room for another ὀφέλλω, augeo, 
which has obviously no connexion with the above double-barrelled 
eccentricity. It must not be supposed that the variation of 
spelling in the verb that signifies ‘1 owe’ is a point of absolute 
differentiation between the Iliad and Odyssey, as might appear 
to be the case from these lines. So far as can be ascertained, the 
authority of Aristarchus (v. on A 688) seems to have largely 
prevailed in the Iliad in favour of the spelling -eA-; but -ελλ- 
is not by any means absent from the older poem, as may be 
easily seen. In fact we have in the Iliad pretty much the same 
elegant confusion as in the Odyssey. If the latter gives us y 367 
χρεῖός μοι ὀφέλλεται (debetur) and ξ 233 alia δὲ οἶκος ὀφέλλετο 
(augebatur), the former is a good second with :— 

A 353 τιμήν πέρ μοι ὄφελλεν Ὀλύμπιος ἐγγναλίξαι (debedat) 
Υ 242 Ζεὺς δ᾽ ἀρετὴν ἄνδρεσσιν ὀφέλλει τε μινύθει τε (auget). 

In this difficulty are we to throw Aristarchus overboard or 
to accept his pilotage and allow him to guide us into smoother 
waters ? 
® 379 ] κοῦροι δ᾽ ἐπελήκεον ἄλλοι 
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No form Anxéw seems to be found before we reach the Doric of 
Theocritus :— 
2. 24 αἴθω" χ᾽ ὡς atra λακεῖ μέγα καππυρίσασα---. 
The compound ἐπιληκέω depends for its existence upon this 
passage only. In Homer we have a 2 aor. Adxe, and a perf. 
part. λεληκώς, λελαχυῖα with λελάκοντο (Hymn, Herm, 145) 
Under the circumstances it seems highly probable that owing 
to the change of meaning sustained in course of time by the 
pluperfect tense (in Homer it is virtually an imperfect), and also 
to the appropriateness of ἐπι- here, meaning ‘ at the performance’, 
ἐπελήκεον has taken the place of ἐλελήκεσαν. 
For a similar intrusion of this preposition, compare ἐπέοικε 
passim; and perhaps ἐπελώβευον in B 323 :— 
of δ᾽ ἐπελώβενον καὶ ἐκερτόμεον ἐπέεσσιν 
may represent an original οἱ δέ é λώβευον. 
θ 384] ἠδ᾽ dp’ ἑτοῖμα τέτυκτο: σέβας μ᾽ ἔχει εἰσορόωντα. 
Ordinarily ἑτοῖμος means ‘ ready ’, ‘ ready to hand’ in Homer, 
as in the oft-repeated line :-— 
οἱ δ᾽ ἐπ᾿ ὀνείαθ᾽ ἑτοῖμα προκείμενα χεῖρας ἴαλλον (a 149, &c.). 
Such also in later Greek was the meaning of ἕτοιμος, the sole 
difference being that in epic the word was applied only to things 
not to persons, whereas afterwards it was freely used of both. 
But there are in the Homeric poems one or two passages, 
and this is one, in which this adjective cannot possibly mean 
‘ready’. In & 5§3f. Nestor assents to Agamemnon’s description 
of the state of affairs thus :— 
ἢ δὴ ταῦτά γ᾽ ἑτοῖμα τετεύχαται, οὐδέ κεν ἄλλως 
Ζεὺς ὑψιβρεμέτης αὐτὸς παρατεκτήναιτο. 
In these two passages, which indeed closely resemble each other, 
the idea of ‘ readiness’ is quite inadmissible; it makes no sense 
whatever. Consequently we are told that ἑτοῖμα for the time 
being here means ‘true’, τὰ πρόχειρα καὶ ἐναργῇ καὶ διὰ τοῦτο καὶ 
ἀἁληθὴ (Eust.). Nothing could be simpler—and sillier. What is 
ready to hand is pretty nearly certain to be visible; what is 
visible is generally taken to be true, ergo ‘ready’ is synonymous 
with ‘true’. So the ancient critic with innocent candour. 
A modern editor must be more reserved. He contents himself 
with a line of darker innuendo, thus éreds, ἔτυμος, ἐτήτυμος, all 
of which undoubtedly convey the idea of ‘truth’, and in this 
135 


9.384-96. ODYSSEY 


respect and in their non-aspiration are differentiated, one would 
think, sufficiently from ἑτοῖμος. Which of these methods fails 
the more completely here need not detain us. 

The only reasonable conclusion seems to be that ee in 
these passages is not the true reading, and the moment we allow 
ourselves to entertain this idea, even as a mere suspicion, it 
becomes incumbent upon us to consider what the original can 
have been. Surely in & 63 none other than 

ἢ δὴ ταῦτά ye τοῖα τετεύχαται, 
and here in θ 384 

ἠδ᾽ dpa τοῖα τέτυκτο» 
Cf. x 420 σὺ δ᾽ οὐκ ἄρα τοῖος ἔησθα, which ought to bring con- 
viction. In the former passage the change from the tradition 
is very slight. One letter only (μ) is dropped and the true reading 
emerges at once, with an adequate and complete sense. ‘Truly 
now these things are such as thou sayest.’ 

In the latter the change is hardly more serious and the 
sense is equally satisfactory: ‘and, as the event shows, it was 
so,’ i.e. as thou saidst. For τοῖος compare A 399 τοῖος ἔην 
Τυδεὺς Αἰτώλιος: ξ 222, ὃ 248, and with ἄρα P 153 :— 

τοῖοι dpa Τρώων ἡγήτορες ur’ ἐπὶ πύργῳ. 
§ 227, π 420, B 482, &, 

There is, however, one other passage in which our adj. ἑτοῖμος 
appears to be somewhat forced, 1 425. The passage runs thus, 
ll. 423-6: Achilles is the speaker :— 

ὄφρ᾽ ἄλλην φράζωνται ἐνὶ φρεσὶ μῆτιν ἀμείνω, 

ἡ κέ σφιν νῆάς τε σόῳ καὶ λαὸν ᾿Αχαιῶν 

νηυσὶν ἔπι γλαφυρῇς, ἐπεὶ οὗ σφισιν ἧδε γ᾽ ἑτοίμη, 

hv νῦν ἐφράσσαντο ἐμεῦ ἀπομηνίσαντος. 
Obviously ἑτοίμη here is in no respect necessarily like the 
examples we have been dealing with. It would be more 
naturally taken to mean ‘ready to hand’, ‘available’; but even 
here I believe the true reading is :— 

ἐπεὶ οὔ σφισιν ἦδε ye τοίη, 
‘since this particular plan promises them no such thing,’ ‘is 
not of such a character,’ as to hold out any hope of saving the 
Greek ships and army. Compare the τοῖοι ἀμυνέμεν of B 60. 
® 396] Εὐρύαλος δέ é αὐτὸν ἀρεσσάσθω ἐπέεσσι---. 
That Prof. Platt is right in his correction αὖτις for αὐτόν 
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seems to me certain; but I am not prepared to follow him in 
substituting μὲν for é The tradition would be more closely 
maintained by reading :— 
Εὐρύαλος δ᾽ ἐέ γ᾽ atris—. 

The ye would inevitably drop out. ἐξέ γε is exactly analogous to 
ἐμέ ye and needs no further warrant. 
@ 443] αὐτὸς viv ἴδε πῶμα, θοῶς δ᾽ ἐπὶ δεσμὸν ἴηλον, 

μή τίς τοι καθ᾽ ὁδὸν δηλήσεται, ὁππότ᾽ ἂν αὖτε 

εὔδῃσθα γλυκὺν ὕπνον ἰὼν ἐν νηὶ μελαίνῃ. 
ν 122 καὶ τὰ μὲν οὖν παρὰ πυθμέν᾽ ἐλαΐης ἀθρόα θῆκαν 

ἐκτὸς ὁδοῦ, μή πώς τις ὁδιτάων ἀνθρώπων, 

πρὶν ᾿Οδυσῇ᾽ ἔγρεσθαι, ἐπελθὼν δηλήσαιτο. 
These two passages are concerned with the presents which 
Odysseus had received from the Phaeacian princes, ἐσθῆτα χρυσόν 
τε, τά οἱ Φαίηκες ἔδωκαν. These are to be secured in the first 
instance against the crew of the Phaeacian ship during the 
owner's sleep, in the second instance against passers-by on 
the road, also while Odysseus was asleep. The precaution of 
cording the chest and again of concealing the treasures at the 
root of the olive tree are taken in either case with the same 
motive, μή ris δηλήσεται and μή τις δηλήσαιτο, lest any one should 
damage or destroy them. This is the only possible meaning of 
the verb δηλέομαι, I damage, destroy, spoil, ruin, mar, injure, 
and whatever other synonymous terms may be found. Essentially 
then it is the destruction of the goods that is to be feared. But ° 
why should there be any such absurd fear? Unless the Phaeacian 
sailors were absolute lunatics bent on mischief, and unless the 
roads of Ithaca were infested with lunatics, the gold and raiment 
were in no danger of being destroyed or injured. But the 
Phaeacian sailors were not mad, nor was Ithaca the Bedlam 
of the heroic ages. All that has happened to cause even the 
faintest suspicion of such an unpleasant state of things is the 
change of ¢ into ὃ in the text of Homer. It is the sanity of 
the text that has lapsed. The sailors and the wayfarers are 
intellectually sound, but morally only ‘indifferent honest’, The 
real apprehension was :— 

μή τίς τοι καθ᾽ ὁδὸν φηλήσεται----. 

μή πώς τις ὁδιτάων ἀνθρώπων, 
πρὶν ᾿Οδυσῇ᾽ ἔγρεσθαι, ἐπελθὼν φηλήσαιτο. 
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The precautions are taken to prevent any one stealing the 
valuables, and it is amusing to note how unconsciously, as it 
were, the translators select the one word as a rendering for 
δηλήσ- which from its double meaning might serve also as 
a rendering for φηλήσ- ‘ spoil’. 

It will of course be said that φηλέομαι does not occur in 
Homer. These passages show that it has been deprived of its 
rights. That the verb was in the vocabulary of Homeric times 
is certain. We have in the ancient Hymn to Hermes :— 

214 φηλητὴν γεγαῶτα Διὸς παῖδα Kpoviwvos. 

446 νόσφι σέθεν, φηλῆτα, Διὸς καὶ Μαιάδος υἱέ. 

66 οἷά τε φῶτες 

φηληταὶ διέπουσι μελαίνης νυκτὸς ἐν ὥρῃ. 
175 φηλητέων (?) ὄρχαμος εἶνα. 292 ἀρχὸς φηλητέων 
169 φηλητεύσεν (?) 
Hesiod, Works and Days 374 :— 

ὃς δὲ γυναικὶ πέποιθε, πέποιθ'᾽ 5 ye φηλητῇσι. Leg. ὅς τε γυναιξί. 
The archaic quality of the verb may be considered assured. 
Perhaps to this and its rarity may be attributed its displace- 
ment by the better known δηλέομαι, which is found, always in 
the sense here assigned to it, in κ 459, A 401, 408, χ 278, 368, 
ὦ 111, A 156, T 107, A 67, 236, 271, Ξ 102, Ψ 428. 


0 467] τῷ κέν τοι καὶ κεῖθι θεῷ ds εὐχετοῴμην 
αἰεὶ ἥματα πάντα" 


The metre of |. 468 is as defective as the sense is extrava- 
gant. Odysseus has no intention of becoming for the rest of his 
life a praying fakir. Read with some regard to metrical 
correctness and moderation of statement :— 

αἰεὶ ἐπ᾿ ἥματι παντί. 
We may compare for better assurance :— 
£105 τῶν αἰεί σφι ἕκαστος ἐπ᾿ ἥματι μῆλον ἀγινεῖ. 
β 284, μτορ, N 234, T 110. 


0 475] γώτον ἀποπροταμών, ἐπὶ δὲ πλεῖον ἐλέλειπτο, 
ἀργιόδοντος bes, 
The parenthetical clause should read thus :— 
ἐπὶ δὲ πλεῖόν F ἐλέλειπτο 
For the position of the enclitic pronoun fo. see Note on a 37. 
6 483 ] ἥρῳ Anpoddxy: ὁ δ᾽ ἐδέξατο 
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All the MSS. save one K (Cracoviensis) have ἥρωι v. on £ 303. 
The true reading is of course :— 
Δημοδόκῳ ἥρωι" ὃ δ᾽ ἐδέξατο 
or, as we should now write it, with the elided . omitted :---- 
Δημοδόκῳ ἥρω᾽- ὁ δ᾽ ἐδέξατο----. 
θ 524] ὅς τε ἑξῆς πρόσθεν πόλιος λαῶν τε πέσῃσιν 
It is idle to imagine that this line opens with a legitimate 
dactyl. There is a little word missing, fo, ‘to her (the wife’s) 
sorrow.’ Read :— 
ὅς τέ F? ξῆς---. 
θ 547] ἀνέρι, ὅς τ᾽ ὀλίγον περ ἐπυγψαύῃ πραπίδεσσι. 
Again, as in 1. 483, we have an evasion of the elision of the 
« of the dative. We may easily restore :— 
ἀνέρ᾽, 6 τίς τ᾽ ὀλίγον περ---. 
Similarly N 300 might be read thus: ἔσπεθ᾽, ὅ τις τ᾿ ἐφόβησε---. 
Compare Ψ 43 Ζῆν᾽, ds τίς re θεῶν ὕπατος καὶ ἄριστος. 
θ 581] ἦ τίς τοι καὶ πηὸς ἀπέφθιτο ᾿Ἰλιόθι πρὸ 
ἐσθλὸς ἐών, γαμβρὸς ἣ πενθερός,--- 
Here the punctuation is not quite as it should be; the 
participle ἐών now stands in the wrong connexion. We should 
at least read :-— 


ἐσθλός, ἐὼν γαμβρὸς ἣ πενθερός, 
as ll. 584-5 sufficiently indicate :-- 
ἢ τίς που καὶ ἑταῖρος ἀνὴρ κεχαρισμένα εἰδὼς 
ἐσθλός ; ἐπεὶ οὐ μέν τι κασιγνήτοιο χερείων----. 
where between ἐπεί and οὐ there has been lost an ethic dative p’ 
(μοι) ‘as I judge’. A similar case may be found ¢ 364. 
In 1, 582 I would further correct the existing metrical failure 
by transposing slightly to this effect :— 
ἐσθλός, γαμβρὸς ἐὼν ἢ πενθερός. 
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ι 37] tpnxe’, ἀλλ᾽ ἀγαθὴ κουροτρόφος. οὔ τοι ἐγώ ye 
ἧς γαίης δύναμαι γλυκερώτερον ἄλλο ἰδέσθαι. 
7 μέν μ᾽ αὑτόθ᾽ ἔρυκε Καλυψώ, δῖα θεάων, 
[ἐν σπέσσι γλαφυροῖσι, λιλαιομένη πόσιν εἶναι" 
Modern editors since Wolf (1807) have bracketed 1. 30; 
Ludwich (1889) omits it altogether from the text and consigns 


139 


ι 27-35 ODYSSEY 


it to the obscurity of the foot-notes. Nor is this at all surprising. 
Only XD and H in margine contain the line; it is not found in 
FGPHSTUKW. From this evidence it seems certain that the 
verse is merely a marginal illustration, brought in here appro- 
priately enough to explain the true meaning of αὐτόθι in 1. 29. 
Nor indeed is such explanation unnecessary here. So needful 
is it that I do not think it is in any wise possible to rest satis- 
fied with Ludwich’s :— 
ἢ μέν μ᾽ αὐτόθ᾽ ἔρυκε Καλυψώ, δῖα θεάων" 

The reason is this. A definite place has just been men- 
tioned with some particularity, Ithaca, the home of the hero, 
who is also the speaker. αὐτόθι, ‘ there,’ ‘on the spot,’ coming 
immediately after this notice inevitably suggests Ithaca as 
the place of detention, whereas every one knows it was Ogygia. 
Clearly it must have been a feeling that αὐτόθι taken in its 
natural sense was misleading, that led to the introduction from 
a 15 of the elucidatory but almost universally discredited 1. 30. 

Now while the exclusion of this line is not only fully justi- 
fied but absolutely required by the evidence of the MSS., on 
the other hand it is certain that the result thereby attained is 
anything but satisfactory. The situation is peculiar. We can 
neither do with the explanatory words nor yet without them, 

οὔτε σὺν πανωλέθροισιν οὔτ᾽ ἄνευ πανωλέθρων. 

Tradition is against their retention; the sense will hardly 
allow them to be dropt. This leads me to suspect that the 
original reading of 1. 29 must have been somewhat different 
from the vulgate. The difference need not be a great one. 
By merely altering two letters a solution of the dilemma is 
attainable. All difficulty disappears, if we suppose that the 
original text ran :— 

ἢ μέν μ᾽ GANT ἔρυκε Καλυψώ, Sta θεάων. 

‘In another place,’ ‘elsewhere,’ ‘not in Ithaca’ is precisely 
the contrast that suits the preceding description; and although 
ἄλλοθι, like αὐτόθι, is correctly explained by I. 30 as an illustra- 
tive comment, yet, unlike αὐτόθι, it by no means requires it as 
@ necessary supplement. 

ι 35] εἴ περ καί τις ἀπόπροθι πίονα οἶκον 
γαίῃ ἐν ἀλλοδαπῇ ναίει ἀπάνευθε τοκήων. 
Apart from the outstanding question as to the right of 
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tthese two lines and the one immediately preceding to stand in 
the text at all, it may be remarked that in two particulars they 
Ihave somewhat degenerated, as they now appear, from an earlier 
and better state. Naie, if usage (v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 292 (a)) and 
metre may be allowed to prevail, should certainly be να. In 
fact there is fairly good MS. authority for making the change 
(vain G, valy DT, Eust.). 

Again in 6 211 we have δήμῳ ἐν ἀλλοδαπῷ, cf. T 324 
ἁλλοδαπῷ ἐνὶ δήμῳ, and here, too, δήμῳ has probably been dis- 
placed by the wider term merely because the later restricted 
usage admits the possibility of a misunderstanding. The metrical 
correctness of γαίῃ is not quite above suspicion, cf. 7 193 (Note). 
+ 49] ἐπιστάμενοι μὲν ἀφ᾽ ἵππων 

ἀνδράσι μάρνασθαι καὶ ὅθι χρὴ πεζὸν ἐόντα. 
It is probably only due to the later Greek love for variety 
in expression, that the natural and less artificial 
καὶ ὅθι χρή, πεζοὶ ἐόντες 
has not survived. The sudden change to the singular is quite 
alien to the Homeric style. 
ι 56] ὄφρα μὲν ἠὼς ἦν καὶ ἀέξετο ἱερὸν ἦμαρ, 

This line, which is also read @ 66, is scarcely in its original 
form in our tradition. I venture to suggest as possible and even 
probable :-— 

ὄφρα μὲν ἠὼς ἦεν, ἀέξετό θ᾽ ἱερὸν ἦμαρ. 

The discovery that this conjecture has already been made 
by Nauck, while it disposes of my own claim to the emendation, 
removes at the same time a good deal of the diffidence which 
necessarily attends the suggestion of anything that we cannot 
hope to demonstrate or verify. 

ι 122] οὔτ᾽ ἄρα ποίμνῃσιν καταΐσχεται οὔτ᾽ ἀρότοισι, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἥ γ᾽ doxapros—. 

Several reconstructions of 1. 122 have been suggested to 
accommodate the regular form κατίσχεται. I suggest as most 
likely to have been changed :— 

οὔτ᾽ dpa ποίμνῃσ᾽ 7 ye κατίσχεται--- (Vv. X 52 Note). 
The repetition of the pronoun is Homeric enough, cf. 
vy 254 :— 
οὐδ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ἀληθέα εἶπε, πάλιν δ᾽ ὅ ye λάζετο μῦθον. 
ι 149] κελσάσῃσι δὲ νηυσὶ καθείλομεν ἱστία πάντα. 
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The one other example of κέλλω in an intransitive sense, 
ν 114, is quite insufficient to create any confident belief in 
κελσάσῃσι νηυσί here. The phenomenon is too common; it is 
a detected imposture in so many cases. κέλλω is transitive in 
« 148, 546, x 511, A 20, μ 5, and in ει 138 the object is clearly 
to be understood. The present questionable expression seems 
to be an erroneous grammatical assimilation of the noun and 
participle. The original may have stood thus with a free 
participle like the ἐπικέλσαντας of « 138 :— 

κέλσαντες δὲ νέεσσι καθείλομεν ἱστία πάντα, 
In ν 114 the true reading may be ἐπεκέλσαθ᾽ (-ατο), ‘ beached 
itself,’ which is precisely what the passage requires. 
ι 153] νῆσον θαυμάζοντες ἐδινεόμεσθα Kar’ αὐτήν. 

In the preceding discussion of ε 29 a difficulty was found 
about the adverb αὐτόθι, for which it was proposed that ἄλλοθε 
should be read. We have not had far to go for a parallel case. 
Here again there is something odd about αὐτήν, and here again 
it seems to me that something may be said in favour of accepting 
ἄλλην as the true original. 

The received text says ‘we roamed over the island itself’, 
unless in sheer desperation we separate νῆσον from κατ᾽ αὐτήν 
altogether and take the former with θαυμάζοντες and the latter 
with ἐδινεόμεσθα, treating αὑτήν as an unemphatic anaphoric. 
pronoun. This course, however, has little probability in its 
favour. Dr. Merry seems to combine both views, for he says 
that ‘xar’ αὐτήν is to be taken closely with the verb, αὐτήν 
serving to contrast the island itself with the shore and the 
water’, Nitzsch offers a somewhat curious explanation of the 
phrase ‘through the island itself’, making a sort of contrast 
which depends upon the fact that Odysseus has just given an 
account of the island. He and his men explored the island in 
its reality. ‘Jetzt nahmen sie mit Staunen wahr, was Odysseus 
schon berichtet hat.’ This view takes us into metaphysical 
Teutonic depths and is certainly not Homeric, whatever else 
it may be. Loewe (1828) and Ameis-Hentze (1893) pass αὐτήν 
without remark, which is perhaps the simplest way of getting 
rid of the difficulty. 

If one or other of the above explanations should commend 


itself to the reader’s judgement, there is no need to proceed: 
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farther; but for those who, like myself, cannot either agree in 
divorcing αὐτήν from νῆσον or find any reasonable probability 
in the above somewhat forced explanations of κατ᾽ αὐτὴν νῆσον, 
the suggestion I have made is worth consideration :— 

νῆσον θαυμάζοντες ἐδινεόμεσθα κατ᾽ ἄλλην. 

There is an ambiguity certainly about ἄλλην, which may, 
it is not unlikely, have led to its disappearance. It may mean 
‘another island’ as well as what I take to be the sense here, 
‘the rest of the island.’ But this is a harmless ambiguity 
inherent in the word and hardly need be apologized for in 
Homer, though he undoubtedly frequently agrees with the later 
Greeks in using the article with ἄλλοι in the sense of the Latin 
ceteri, but only, apparently, in the plural number. Aristarchus 
denied this use of the article, and refused to regard it as any- 
thing but a pronoun when joined with ἄλλοι. In this, however, 
few would now side with the great critic. For ἄλλος = ‘the 
rest’ νυ. Τ' 68 = Η 49, ὃ 285, € 110. Granting then the correct- 
ness of κατ᾽ ἄλλην νῆσον to express in epic times ‘over the rest of 
the island’ for the later phrase κατ᾽ ἄλλην τὴν νῆσον, I venture to 
say that its superiority here over the vulgate αὐτήν admits of 
no denial or qualification. Whether ἄλλην will hereafter be 
found in one or more MSS. time alone will show. At present 
no apparatus criticus notices the word αὐτήν at all. There can 
be no harm in saying that the point deserves the attention of 
specialists. 

1159] νῆες μέν μοι ἕποντο δυώδεκα, és δὲ ἑκάστην 
ἐννέα λάγχανον αἶγες: ἐμοὶ δὲ δέκ᾽ ἔξελον οἴῳ. 

We have here a notable hiatus licitus in one line and a 
gross violation of the usage of λαγχάνω in the other. It seems 
to be the fate of the former to be dogged by some flagrant defect 
in the vicinity. 

The tradition beside és δὲ ἑκάστην gives ἐν δὲ ἑκάστῃ, which 
‘indeed is rather better supported by the MSS. (és δὲ ἑκάστην U, 
Eust.; ἐς δ᾽ ἑκάστην F; ἐς δὲ ἑκάστη HK; ἐν δὲ ἑκάστην P 
(ἐς ss. P*); ἐν δὲ ἑκάστῃ (-7) GXDJTW, Ludwich). It is note- 
worthy that with both these prepositions in several MSS. a nomina- 
tive ἑκάστη appears. 

I suggest that this nom. ἑκάστη is no error but a relic of the 
true reading, which might be restored thus :— 
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vies μέν μοι ἕποντο δυώδεκα" ταὶ δὲ ἑκάστη 

ἐννέα λάγχανον αἶγας: ἐμοὶ δὲ δέκ᾽ ἔξελον οἴῳ. 
Compare for λάγχανον § 233 πολλὰ δ᾽ ὀπίσσω λάγχανον,"1 obtained 
many things by lot,’ and v 282 (μοῖραν) ἴσην, ὡς αὐτοί περ ἐλάγ- 
χανον, ‘as they themselves got for their share.’ 

There is a similar confusion with the aor. of this verb 
Hymn. Herm. 428, 430, cf. Ψ 79. 
e196] Biv ἀτὰρ αἴγεον ἀσκὸν ἔχον---- 

Perhaps Biv αἴγειον δ᾽ ἀσκόν. There seems to be no other 
instance of the later correption afyeos. 

6205] (οἶνον) ἡδὺν ἀκηράσιον, θεῖον ποτόν: οὐδέ τις αὐτὸν 

ἠείδη δμώων οὐδ᾽ ἀμφιπόλων ἐνὶ οἴκῳ, 

ἀλλ’ αὐτὸς ἄλοχός τε φίλη ταμίη τε pl οἴη. 

τὸν δ᾽ ὅτε πίγοιεν μελιηδέα οἶνον ἐρυθρόν, 

ἕν δέπας ἐμπλήσας ὕδατος ἀνὰ εἴκοσι μέτρα 

xed", ὀδμὴ δ᾽ ἡδεῖα ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ὀδώδει, 

θεσπεσί. 
The lines here quoted may be passed over lightly as far as 
regards the first three in order to come at once to the very 
difficult and unsatisfactory 11. 208-9. 

In 1. 205 we have another good instance of αὐτόν in its 
later unemphatic sense, again displacing in all probability an 
original ἄλλος, cf. μ 403, p 401, o 416. The fact that ἄλλος 
here is more idiomatic than logical would perhaps contribute as 
much as anything else to its downfall. For reading αὐτός τ᾽ in 
1. 207 there is some little MSS. authority (H*Ki) in addition 
to the requirements of metre. 

The ordinary version of ll. 208-9 is as follows:—‘And oft 
as they drank that red wine honey-sweet, he would fill one cup 
and pour it into twenty measures of water’ (Butcher and 
Lang). First of all the use of τόν here is not exactly Homeric. 
It is hardly to be classed as a substantival or attributive article 
followed by a noun in apposition, nor again as the defining 
article combined with a noun in apposition and followed by 
a relative as in E 265, v. Monro, H. G. § 261. Moreover its 
position before, instead of after, the conjunction, dre, is scarcely 
to be defended by such instances of trajection as ε 15, μ 140, 
331, &c. The addition of μελιηδέα οἶνον ἐρυθρόν is incompatible 
with the emphasis which trajection would cause τόν to carry. 
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I venture to say we should proceed more easily and naturally, 
as far as the middle of the next line at any rate, by reading :— — 
τοῦ δ᾽, ὅτε πίνοιεν μελιηδέα οἶνον ἐρυθρόν, 
ἕν δέπας ἐμπλήσας, 
* But with ἐξ, when they were for drinking red wine honey-sweet, 
he filled one cup,—.’ τοῦ of course depends on ἐμπλήσας, as 
indeed it does a line or two further on :— 
212 τοῦ φέρον ἐμπλήσας ἀσκὸν μέγαν, 
where I am obliged to dissent from Ameis-Hentze’s statement 
that it depends on ἀσκόν, in which case there would be no need 
for ἐμπλήσας at all. 

With this restoration of τοῦ for τόν the passage is relieved 
of a harshness that none can be concerned to maintain or 
tolerate; but there still remains the much-vexed conclusion of 
the sentence :— 

ὕδατος ἀνὰ εἴκοσι μέτρα 

xev’. 
This is beset with difficulties. That the proceeding here de- 
scribed reverses the usual custom in later times, of adding the 
water to the wine instead of the wine to the water, I deem of 
little moment taking into consideration the special circumstances 
of the case, the abnormal strength of the wine proportionate 
to the gigantic creature it was intended to intoxicate. In fact 
the accepted proportion of twenty to one is probably far less 
than what Homer had in view; for it seems almost impossible 
in face of such passages as -— 

8B 355 εἴκοσι δ᾽ ἔστω μέτρα μνληφάτου ἀλφίτου ἀκτῆς. 

H 471 δῶκεν ἸΙησονίδης ἀγέμεν μέθυ, χίλια μέτρα. 

Ὑ 741 ἀργύρεον κρητῆρα τετυγμένον. ἕξ δ᾽ ἄρα μέτρα 

Χάνδανεν, 
264 καὶ τρίποδ᾽ ὦ ὠτώεντα δνωκαιεικοσίμετρον, 
to understand μέτρον here as loosely equivalent to δέπας. 
There is no authority whatever for so regarding it, unless we 
can find warrant in the present passage. According to Hultsch 
(Metrologie, p. 499) the μέτρον was equal to 12-12 litres or 
nearly 3 gallons; but this seems excessive even for the region 
of fable. Let us pass on to the grammatical construction of 
the clause, which has its peculiar uncertainties. Some have 
taken ἀνά as separated by tmesis from xeve. But this, though 
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Homeric in appearance, is in reality meaningless. It by no 
means follows, because ἀνέμιξε (ὃ 41, κ 235) means ‘he mixed 
up’, that ἀνέχευε could bear the same sense. We might just as 
well maintain that, because we can say in English ‘to mix up’, 
we could also express the same idea with equal accuracy by ‘to 
pour up’. It is fairly certain then that ἀνά is a preposition 
governing εἴκοσι μέτρα, and the meaning can hardly be other 
than ‘up to’, ‘to the extent of.’ 

The next question is, what is the object of the verb yeve? 
It is usual to say δέπας or, as it might be expressed with more 
precision in Latin, poculum vini impletum. The objection to 
this view is, that it leaves ὕδατος ἀνὰ εἴκοσι μέτρα without any 
suitable sense at all. The local sense of ‘over’ for ava is perhaps 
the most feasible, but is not altogether pleasing. Again ‘he 
poured a cupful of wine to the extent of twenty measures of 
water’ fails to convey the obviously intended meaning. Messrs. 
Butcher and Lang’s ‘into’ would unfortunately require more 
justification than is likely to be forthcoming. It would be far 
better to give up δέπας as the object, and to find one in the 
whole phrase ἀνὰ εἴκοσι μέτρα ὕδατος, ‘about twenty measures 
of water.’ We might regard this phrase grammatically as an 
abbreviated expression for the needlessly full μέτρα ὕδατος ἀνὰ 
εἴκοσι μέτρα, ‘measures of water to the amount of twenty 
(measures).”? However, as I do not for a moment believe that 
ὕδατος ἀνά is capable of scansion in the hexameter, I would 
suggest that the original reading was not ὕδατος but ὕδωρ, 
altered in later times to avoid the then objectionable u, v. Note 
on ¢ 265 ff. 

Lastly there is xed’ itself to be considered. The aor. is here 
as much out of place as it can well be. There is no question 
but that the imperfect is urgently required by the sense. Sup- 
posing for ἃ moment that some modern critic had in an unlucky 
moment suggested the aor. here as an emendation of some verb 
or other in the imperfect, already in the text, the suggestion 
would have been scouted on all sides as intolerable and absurd. 
Yet few have ventured to throw suspicion upon this χεῦ᾽, which 
has evidently displaced an imperfect. We ought certainly to 
restore this tense in some form or other, if it can be done. Fick, 
who apparently despairs of success, with his usual boldness tries 
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to restore regularity by the excision of l. 209. . The success of 
his remedy here is not conspicuous, He would read :— 
τὸν δ᾽ ὅτε πίνοιεν μελιηδέα οἶνον ἐρυθρόν, 
ὀδμὴ δὲ ξηδεῖα ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ὀδώδει. 
The last line certainly is rough enough to set one’s teeth on edge, 
a result not entirely due to the ‘sauerkraut’ of hiatus licitua. 
Van Leeuwen and da Costa object to. δέ after the curtailment 
and not without reason; but, feeling the charm of Fick’s recon- 
structed line, would retain both it and 209 with this alteration 
at the end of the last-named :— 
ἐπὶ εἴκοσ᾽ ἔχευε, : 
thus leaving the aorist after all untouched. These remedies, 
if so they can be called, seem decidedly worse than the disease. 
Χέω makes in the imperf. indic. (3 sing.) ἔχεεν, which curiously 
enough is also the 1 aor., at any rate in later Attic. This 
ἔχεεν could of course be scanned as an iambus, and might be 
written with contraction ἔχειν or, with the augment dropped, 
xetv. The difficulty of preserving such a form as this, even # 
it was ever accepted, would plainly be insuperable. There 
is however an alternative. Just as we have πλέω and many 
similar verbs occasionally appearing with the penultimate 
lengthened, πλείων (participle), πλείειν, ἀπέπλειον (0 501), 80 
xéw might very well have possessed an analogous imperf. ἔχειον. 
This would give us here the at least tolerable form ye?’ (éyete). 
For the comfort of those who cannot be convinced by this 
reasoning from analogy, reference may be made to Hesiod :— 
Theog. 83 τῷ μὲν ἐπὶ γλώσσῃ γλυκερὴν χείουσιν ἐέρσην. 
The remainder of this line has been dealt with already under 
664. IfI am right, the whole passage would stand thus :— 
οὐδέ τις ἄλλος 
ἠείδη δμώων οὐδ᾽ ἀμφιπόλων ἑνὶ οἴκῳ, 
ἀλλ᾽ αὐτός τ᾽ ἄλοχός τε φίλη ταμίη τε μί᾽ οἴη. 
τοῦ δ᾽, ὅτε πίνοιεν μελιηδέα οἶνον ἐρυθρόν, 
ἕν δέπας ἐμπλήσας ὕδωρ ἀνὰ εἴκοσι μέτρα 
xet, ὀδμὴ δ᾽ ἄρα ἡδὺς ἀπὸ κρητῆρος ὀδώδει 
θεσπεσίη. 
‘Nor did any one else among the thralls and waiting-women 
in his house know thereof, only himself and dear wife and one 
housekeeper. But whenever they were for drinking honey- 
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sweet red wine, he would fill one goblet with this, and pour 
water to the amount of twenty measures (sc. into the κρητήρ), 
and then from the mixing-bowl there arose a fragrance ineffably 
sweet.’ 

ι 2915} ἄγριον, οὗτε δίκας ἐὺ εἰδότα οὔτε θέμιστας. 

We have here a very excellent instance of that hiatus which 
many eminent scholars hail with delight and cherish as licitus. 
To magnify this cult by the increase and multiplication of such 
instances ranks as a triumph of critical skill. Consequently, if 
this hiatus were the only fault or, let me say rather, peculiarity 
exhibited by the line, it would be hopeless at present to question 
its absolute and perfect integrity: but, as in other cases pre- 
viously dealt with, there is here over and above the bucolicism 
an irregularity of expression, which has, I suppose, only been 
condoned hitherto out of a superstitious reverence for the beauty 
of the hiatus. 

The irregularity I allude to will be at once apparent, if we 
consider for a moment a line which corresponds very closely to 
this one in form :— 

ὃ 818 νήπιος, οὔτε πόνων ἐὺ εἰδὼς οὔτ᾽ ἀγοράων. 
The invariable usage is that ἐὺ εἰδώς takes the genitive in 
reference to general knowledge or, as is commonly stated, when 
it means ‘skilled in’. The instances are numerous, B 718, 
Δ 196, 206, 310, Z 438, M 350, 363, O 525, 527, « 250, B 823, 
E 11, 549, B 720. Once the infinitive follows, O 679 xeAnriler 
ἐὺ εἰδώς, but this forms no exception to the rule, as would be 
' clear from B 720 :— 
τόξων ἐὺ εἰδότες ἶφι μάχεσθαι, 
if ἴφι had not, unfortunately both for the metre and the sense, 
ousted the original connective :— 
τόξων ἐὺ εἰδότες ἠδὲ μάχεσθαι (Bentley). 
On the other hand, if the knowledge extends only to a single 
isolated fact, then and then only ἐὺ εἰδώς may properly be 
followed by an accusative, The case is naturally a rare one: 
indeed there is but one valid example, so far as I am aware, in 
Homer, but that one is enough for our purpose :— 
N 665 ὅς ῥ᾽ ἐὺ εἰδὼς wap’ ὀλοὴν ἐπὶ νηὸς ἔβαινε. 
It is his own individual doom that he was well aware of, wher 
he went on shipboard. 
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Whiy then does no MS. present the genitive in our passage? 
The sense requires it: the scansion would allow its introduction. 
The answer is that the tradition has been faithful after all in 
transmitting these accusatives. The error lies not in the nouns, 
δίκας and θέμιστας, but in the participial ἐὺ εἰδόται We have 
in fact to deal with a corruption of the usual kind. A familiar 
phrase of frequent occurrence has dislodged a less familiar and 
almost forgotten form. The genuine word, the original occupant, 
is suggested by θέμιστας. Remembering :— 

A 238 of τε θέμιστας 
πρὸς Διὸς εἰρύαται' 
we may restore with some confidence the proper governance of 
our accusatives :— 
οὔτε δίκας εἰρυμένον οὔτε θέμιστας. 
We have ® 229 βουλὰς | εἰρύσαο Κρονίωνος, Ψ 81 θεῶν---δήνεα 
εἴρυσθαι, and even in association with the other noun here used, 
though the form of the phrase is different :— 
Il 542 ὃς Λυκίην εἴρντο δίκῃσί τε καὶ σθένεϊ ᾧ. 
Hymn. Dem, 151 κρήδεμνα πόληος 
εἰρύαται βουλῇσι καὶ ἰθείῃσι δίκῃσιν. 
ι 250] — σπεῦσε πονησάμενος τὰ ἃ épya,— 

The words recur l. 310 and 1. 343. Τὰ ἃ is doubtless 
a later improvement; but Knight’s ἐξά leaves the metre unsatis- 
fied. I would suggest φίλα, of which ra ἃ might be a glossarial 
elucidation, afterwards adopted in the text. Similar are M 280, 
O 58, % 451. 

. 261] οἴκαδε ἱέμενοι, ἄλλην ὁδόν, ἄλλα κέλευθα 
ἤλθομεν" 

The repetition οὗ ἄλλος here is different from any other 
example in Homer. Elsewhere there is a contrast intended. 
Here, however, as the Schol. Q. says, ἄλλην and ἄλλα are ἐκ 
παραλλήλου" τὰ yap δύο ἕν σημαίνουσι. 

I am inclined to think that Homer said something less 
artificial and rhetorical, which the prevalent taste of the later 
Greeks would not allow to survive. Following p 426 Αἴγυπτόνδ᾽ 
ἰέναι, δολιχὴν ὁδόν, I would suggest that the original here was, 
as the metre also requires, something to this effect :— 

οἴκαδε ἱέμενοι, πολλὴν ὁδόν, ἄλλα κέλευθα 
ἤλθομεν" 
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‘Bent on reaching our homes, a long journey, we have come other 
ways than that.’ 

The author of the Hymn to Apollo in his imitation of this 
line (472) did not want πολλήν, and his adoption of ἄλλην there 
may have occasioned its introduction here also, the change being 
80 easy. 

ι 274] ὅς με θεοὺς κέλεαι ἣ δειδίμεν ἣ ἀλέασθαι" 

Read ὃς κέλεαί pe θεούς, giving a slight but appropriate 
emphasis to κέλεαι, v. Note on a 37. So κ 337. In all passages 
the trisyllabic character of κέλεαι may easily be restored. Cf. 
φ 381, x 263 (Note). 

1 283] yéa μέν μοι κατέαξε Ποσειδάων ἐνοσίχθων----. 
The monosyllabic νέα is attributed to Aristarchus: the MSS. have 
νῆα. Several conjectures have been propounded. Sacrificing no 
whit of the tradition we might read :— 

Kop. μὲν νῆά μ᾽ ἔαξε Ποσειδάων ἐνοσίχθων. 
ι 866] οΟὗὖτις ἐμοί γ᾽ ὄνομα" Οὗτιν δέ με κικλήσκουσι---. 

Apart from the testimony οὗ M (Codex Venetus Marcianus) 
and U (Monacensis Augustanus) it is clear enough that the 
above metrical freak is wrong, and that ὄνομ᾽ ἔστ᾽ should be read 
with Naber, who compares :— 

w 306 αὐτὰρ ἐμοί γ᾽ ὄνομ᾽ ἐστὶν Ἔπτήριτος" 
Cf. σ 5,7 247; but perhaps the most conclusive parallel is :--- 
Hymn. Dem. 122 Anw ἐμοί γ᾽ ὄνομ᾽ ἐστί 

In more than one instance the Hymns have preserved us the 
true reading of a line of Homer, 6. g. ν 233 (Note on y 233). 

ι 373-4] φάρυγος 8 ἐξέσσυτο οἶνος 
ψωμοί τ᾽’ ἀνδρόμεοι᾽ ὃ δ᾽ ἐρεύγετο οἰνοβαρείων. 
Perhaps originally—épevyopac is transitive in Π 162—cf. 
Virg. Aen. iii, 632 :— 
ὁ δ᾽ ἐρεύγετο ὀϊνοβαρείων 
ψωμοὺς ἀνδρομέους" φάρυγος δ᾽ ἐξέσσυτο οἶνος. (Cf. Pref. p. xi.) 
ι 375] καὶ τότ᾽ ἐγὼ τὸν μοχλὸν---- 
378 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τάχ᾽ ὁ μοχλὸς ἐλάινος--- 

This particular noun μοχλός occurs seven times in all. 
Only in the two examples above quoted is it adorned with the 
article. We may compare the case of νῆσος, v. Note on ε 55. 
Here 6 μοχλὸς ἐλάινος condemns itself. We may probably thank 
the consistency of the successful introducer of τόν into 1. 375 for 
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the ὁ of 1. 378. Nothing but the most unreasoning and blind 
devotion to the letter of tradition could fail to recognize that the 
true reading of 1. 378 is τάχα μοχλὸς ἐλάινος, and if so, it is almost 
certain that in 1. 375 the original was :-— 

καὶ τότ᾽ ἐγὼ τάχα μοχλὸν---» 
© 893] --μεγάλα ἰάχοντα--- 

Probably an entirely correct tradition, so far as the mere 
letters go, of μεγάλ᾽ affudyovra, i. 6. dva-fidxovra. 

It is worth remark that the participle ἰάχων (twelve times) 
might be written ἀῤῥιάχων in all but two places without the 
least difficulty. The exceptions are Z 468 ἐκλίνθη ἰάχων, where 
ἐκλίθη should be read, and T 424 where ἰάχων is a mere intruder 
and the text should be either ἐν πρώτοισιν ἐὼν ἔχε μώνυχας ἵππους 
(Bentley) or ἐν πρώτοισιν ἔχε κρατερώνυχας ἵππους. So with 
ἰάχουσα (three times) there is one recalcitrant passage ® 341, 
which might be made conformable by the omission of ἐγώ. In 
A 463 τρὶς δ᾽ diev iayovros clearly τρὶς δ᾽ di’ dffudxovros is admis- 
sible. ἰάχοντα (once) and iayovres (twice) admit the compound 
without difficulty. 

In B 316 the strange ἀμφιαχυῖαν is probably nothing but an 
incomplete assimilation of the same ἀνα-[ιαχυῖαν (-ουσαν). 

In N 41 αὐίαχοι (dfFiayo. = dva-fiaxor) means ‘shouting ’, not 
as some, Apion, &c. suppose, ‘ without shouting ’. 

Even ἰαχή (ten times) may represent an earlier αὐιαχή, 
though if so, in three places it must be a misreading for 4x7 
(A 43, O 384, P 266). 

ι 4190] οὕτω yap πού μ᾽ ἤλπετ᾽ ἐνὶ φρεσὶ νήπιον εἶναι. 

None of the attempts to restore the original form of this 
line seem to me successful. Cobet proposed οὕτω yap τί p 
éféXrer': Nauck οὕτω μ᾽ dp πον ἔλπετ. From the former the 
vulgate is not readily evolved, and the latter misplaces the 
enclitic pronoun. I suggest that the main corruption is in 
ἤλπετ᾽ for which I would restore the older pluperfect, as it is 
called, éfefoAwee. Tradition elsewhere gives it in the disguise 
of ἐώλπει. We may dismiss που without much compunction and 
read thus :— 

οὕτω yap μ’ ἐξεξόλπε᾽ evi φρεσὶ νήπιον εἶναι 
or adopting the form which tradition gives, 
οὕτω yap με ἐώλπει---. 
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The same tense may also be restored in Ψ 345 (q. v.) with 
advantage. 
ι 456] εἰ δὴ ὁμοφρονέοις ποτιφωνήεις τε γένοιο. 

The formation of the adjective ποτιφωνήεις has often been 
called in question. Goebel has gone so far as to write the line 
thus :— 

εἰ δὴ ὁμοφρονέοις ποτε, φωνήεις τε γένοιο. 
This will not do, neither will the worl φωνήεις τε of Ahrens 
adopted from one or two MSS., but leaving τέ in the wrong 
place. The word, however, admits of a very satisfactory 
explanation. It is a slight depravation of 
fori φωνήεις or [οπιφωνήεις. 

It is comparable with the familiar δουρικλυτός, 8dAos, ἀρηίφατος, 
Πυριφλεγέθων, &c. &c., and has its analogue in ἁλιμυρήεις (ε 460, 
® 190). 

I am much inclined to think that this dat. ὀπί has been 
hardly dealt with not only here but in many other passages 
of the Homeric poems. For instance in w 535 :— 

πάντα δ᾽ ἐπὶ χθονὶ πῖπτε θεᾶς dra φωνησάσης 
the true reading is doubtless ὀπί. The acc. is due to the influence 
of three well-known lines :— 
B 182 (=K 512) ὡς φαθ᾽, ὁ δὲ ξυνέηκε θεᾶς ὅπα φωνησάσηε---. 
Y 380 ταρβήσας, ὅτ᾽ ἄκουσε θεοῦ dra φωνήσαντος, 
in which ora depends on the principal verbs. Indeed from the 
last example we may safely correct the erroneous tradition in 
Tl 76 :— 
οὐδέ πω ᾿Ατρείδεω ὀπὸς ἔκλνον αὐδήσαντος, 
which should read, as the form of the patronymic indicates :— 
οὐδέ πω ᾿Ατρείδαο dn’ ἔκλυον αὐδήσαντος. 
Cf. μ. 52 Gr ἀκούῃς Σειρήνοιιν, 160, 185, 187, A 421, v 92, Δ 435, 
Hymn. Dem. 67. 

It is quite possible, more than possible, that the recurrent 
ἀπαμείβετο, ἀπαμειβόμενος was originally dm’ ἀμείβετο, dx’ ἀμειβο- 
μενος, ἃ quaint old phrase recalling the Virgilian voce refert, 
cf. ἀμείβετο μύθῳ. We still have in connexion with singing, 
though that makes little difference, 

ἀμειβόμεναι dri καλῇ (A 604 = w 60) 
and it is a significant fact that ἀπαμείβετο is very often preceded 
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by a short vowel unduly lengthened, as is generally said, by the 
ictus, 6. g.:— 
ν 3 τὸν δ᾽ abr’ ᾿Αλκίνοος ἀπαμείβετο φώνησέν Te 

7 308, θ 140, 400, A 347, 362, p 406. 
In the case of the participle, our τὸν δ᾽ ἀπαμειβόμενος may well 
have been without the δέ, with which it is now graced. But 
what is to be said of καί in 

Hi 41 τὸν καὶ φωνήσας προσέφη κρείων ᾿Αγαμέμνων ? 
Ts it a misplaced conjunction or does it emphasize the propriety 
or impropriety of Agamemnon raising his voice? Neither, I 
fancy. It merely represents a forgotten, because unappreciated, 

τὸν ὀπὶ φωνήσας. 

Curiously enough καὶ τὸν φωνήσας never seems to occur, though 
καί μιν φωνήσας is common enough. 

Finally let me refer to a passage in the Iliad :— 

O 401 ἀλλὰ σὲ μὲν θεράπων ποτιτερπέτω, 
where the compound verb, which of course never recurs anywhere, 
is utterly inexplicable, unless we adopt the humorous πρὸς τῷ 
φαρμάκῳ of Schol. T. After what has been said, it is plain that 
the true reading is :— 

ἀλλὰ σὲ μὲν θεράπων ὀπὶ τερκέτω. 
Cf. O 493. 
ι 504] φάσθαι ᾿Οδυσσῆα πτολιπόρθιον ἐξαλαῶσαι, 
530 δὸς μὴ ᾿Οδυσσῆα πτολιπόρθιον οἴκαδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι. 
These are the only two instances οὗ πτολιπόρθιος. Elsewhere 
the adjective is πτολίπορθος, which has the ample warrant of 
ten passages in the Iliad and four in the Odyssey. Even in the 
above two passages many MSS. offer the correct form πτολίπορθον, 
though it fails for different reasons in either case to give a 
metrical line. See the discussion of Wernicke’s law, Leaf’s 
Iliad, Appendix IV. A transposition is indispensable to both. 
L. 531 may be read :— 
δὸς μὴ οἴκαδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι Ὀδυσσῆα πτολίπορθον 

but in I. 505 we cannot be content with Bentley’s suggestion :— 
φάσθαι Ὀδυσσῆα πτολίπορθόν σ᾽ ἐξαλαῶσαι 

nor yet with Hartman’s F’ (i.e. ὀφθαλμόν) in the same place 

adopted by van Leeuwen and da Costa. Epic usage requires :— 
φάσθαι σ᾽ ἐξαλαῶσαι ᾿Οδυσσῆα πτολίπορθον. 

It will be said the line so written contains a manifest ambiguity. 
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So doubtless the author of πτολιπόρθιον discovered. But the 
ambiguity we may be sure never misled either man woman 
or child of any audience that listened to the poet. 
+ 534] ὀψὲ κακῶς ἔλθοι, ὀλέσας dro πάντας ἑταίρους,--- 

If we compare the line with A 114 = pt 141 

ὀψὲ κακῶς veiat, ὀλέσας dro πάντας éraipovs—. 

some doubt falls upon the genuineness οὗ ἔλθοι, especially when 
we take into account the extreme rarity and uncertainty of the 
lengthening of -o: of the optative before a vowel. Now νέοιτο 
if it were metrically admissible would avoid the difficulty. Even 
the tradition shows some appreciation of the doubtful character. 
of the scansion by giving an impossible ἔλθῃ (for the subjunc- 
tive obviously is useless here). Kayser would reject the line 
altogether; but as it seems necessary to the sense of the passage, 
I would suggest that a more antiquated present form νείομαι 
(cf. νείσομαι Eust. 1615.35) gave νείοιτ᾽ here, which afterwards 
not unnaturally had to yield to the familiar ἔλθοι. The present 
νίσσομαι is a strange form. Dr. Monro gives it as νίσομαι 
(H. G. § 35) and explains it as a reduplicated thematic present. 
The tradition is confused and seems to me hardly trustworthy, 
v. Ebeling’s Lex. sub νώσομαι. 


BOOK X (x). 


κ 8] οἱ δ᾽ αἰεὶ παρὰ πατρὶ φίλῳ καὶ μητέρι κεδνῇ 

δαίννυνται' παρὰ δέ σφιν ὀνείατα μυρία κεῖται, 

κνισῆεν δέ τε δῶμα περιστεναχίζεται αὐλῇ 

ἥματα' νύκτας δ᾽ αὖτε παρ᾽ αἰδοίῃς ἀλόχοισιν 

εὕδουσ᾽ ἔν τε τάπησι καὶ ἐν τρητοῖσι λέχεσσι. 
The tantalizing uncertainty in 1. ro of this passage is uni- 
versally recognized. Neither the resources of explanatory com- 
ment nor the efforts of conjectural emendation seem to have been 
able to remove its obscurity. The difficulty centres in the word 
αὐλῇ. There are two traditional variants, αὐλή (FD post cor- 
recturam XTU 2 man. W) and αὐδή (yp. aid) X), according to 
the Jatest authority, Ludwich (1889), who himself unwisely, as 
I venture to think, adopts the nominative, αὐλή. 

The rendering of what may be called the vulgate given 

above would be to this effect:—‘And the house filled with 
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savoury smell sounds all round in the court-yard.’ Now by a 
great effort we may persuade ourselves that Aeolus’ house was, 
like Prospero’s island, 

‘full of noises, 

Sounds and sweet airs, that give delight and hurt not’, 
though it is certainly somewhat difficult to read anything like 
this into περιστεναχίζεται. Still our difficulties are not over 
even then, for as the court-yard did not extend all round the 
house (zepé) but only before the front, the addition of αὐλῇ, 
‘in the court-yard, is inexplicable. Hence Ernesti did not 
hesitate to explain αὐλῇ ‘cantu tibiarum’, and Schaefer con- 
jecturally reads αὕλῃ with the assumed meaning of ‘fluting’, 
‘ flute-playing ’ (atAnots) So Bekker, Kayser, Friedlaender, and 
the Cambridge Homer (1892). Obviously either αὐλῷ in a 
collective sense (Rochefort) or αὐλοῖς would be less objectionable 
or at any rate easier, as Nitzsch intimates, though he gives the 
preference himself to αὐδῇ) comparing « 4. His further suggestion 
that Eustathius had εἴλῃ is hardly a happy one. Lastly there is 
Duentzer’s proposal, περιστεναχίζετ᾽ ἀοιδῇ, which is not without 
plausibility and is admitted into the text by van Leeuwen and 
da Costa (1897), but its appropriateness either to περιστεναχίζεται 
or to κνεσῆεν is at least disputable. 

If all these methods of dealing with the line seem unsatis- 
factory, still more so is the introduction of the nom. case, αὐλή. 
‘The court-yard echoes round the steaming house’ is of course 
open to the previous objection, that the court-yard, the αὐλή, 
did not extend round the house, besides being somewhat meaning- 
less at the best. The nature of the noise is not specified, but if 
it was the sound of music, as is generally assumed from :--- 

p 269 γιγνώσκω δ᾽ ὅτι πολλοὶ ἐν αὐτῷ δαῖτα τίθενται 

ἄνδρες, ἐπεὶ κνίση μὲν ἐνήνοθεν, ἐν δέ τε φόρμιγξ 

ἠπύει, ἣν ἄρα δαιτὶ θεοὶ ποίησαν ἑταίρην. 
it would eertainly have been heard far beyond the court-yard. 
This is placed beyond doubt by the explicit statement of :— 

Y 136 ὥς Kev τις φαίη γάμον ἔμμεναι ἐκτὸς ἀκούων, 

ἢ ἀν᾽ ὁδὸν στείχων ἣ οἱ περιναιετάουσι, 
where the sound of the φόρμιγξ, like that of the modern piano, 
reaches not only the wayfarer on the road outside but even the 
inmates of the neighbouring houses, 
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That δῶμα is the subject to the verb and not the object 
after it seems to me certain from the repetition of the expression 
in :— 

Ψ 146 τοῖσιν δὲ μέγα δῶμα περιστεναχίζετο ποσσὶν 

ἀνδρῶν παιζόντων καλλιζώνων τε γυναικῶν. 
where moreover ποσσίν makes for the genuineness οὗ a dative in 
our passage also. 

What then have I to offer as a more probable solution of the 
difficulty? Simply this: 

κνισῆεν δέ τε δῶμα περιστεναχίζετ᾽ ἀντῇ 
‘the house sounds with the din of voices, with the hum οὗ con- 
versation’. This sense of dvr7—there is no need to write dinj— 
may be found :— 
B 96 ἐννέα δέ σφεας 

κήρυκες βοόωντες ἐρήτνον, εἴ ποτ᾽ ἀντῆς 

σχοίατ᾽, ἀκούσειαν δὲ διοτρεφέων βασιλήων. 
So again of the ‘heave-ahoy’ of the Greek sailors—roi δ᾽ ἀλλήλοισι 
κέλενον :— 

B 153 ἀντὴ δ᾽ οὐρανὸν ἧκε 

οἴκαδε ἱεμένων" 

Compare also :— 

(122 ὧς τέ pe κουράων ἀμφήλυθε θῆλυς ἀντή. 
The word by a curious coincidence, 1f it be one, is exactly 
rendered by Virgil in a passage frequently adduced here and 
most erroneously supposed to countenance αὐλή :— | 

Aen, i. 725 

Fit strepitus tectis vocemque per ampla volutant 

atria. 
Here per ampla atria is simply the usual Virgilian ornate 
variation of tectis, and cannot lend any efficient support to the 
worse than useless nom. αὐλή, to which in fact it is not in any 
degree an equivalent. On the other hand streptius, further 
elucidated by vocem,—for Dr. Henry’s attempt in his interesting 
and valuable Aeneidea to restrict strepitus to the racket made 
by the attendants is unsuccessful—is precisely synonymous with 
ἀντή as defined above. 

It follows that περιστεναχίζεται is not to be explained by 
reference to any supposed mysterious noises. It in no wise 
reproduces Virgil’s conception of the cave of Aeolus :— 
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Illi indignantes magno cum murmure montis 

circum claustra fremunt. 
any more than it does Shakespeare’s fantasy of Prospero’s 
haunted island. In Homer we have simply a dinner-scene. 
The leading verb is daira: (1. 9), to which ἥματα practically 
belongs, as Nitzsch and Ludwich would indicate by punctuation. 
Rather needlessly, I think, for it is applicable not only to the 
main verb δαίγυνται, but also to the supplementary ones κεῖται 
and περιστεναχίζεται, v. the remarks on the usage of ἄλλοθι 
(Note on ὃ 684). The two intermediate clauses, practically 
parenthetical, merely serve to give additional details about the 
feasting and cannot rightly be extended to anything beyond the 
ordinary accompaniments thereof, in this case conversation rather 
than music or singing, though the two latter are not necessarily 
excluded. There is thus no interruption in the continuity of 
the reference (from 1. 8 to 1. 12) to the mode of life followed by 
Aeolus and his family. 

It may be well in conclusion to attempt to show how in a simple 
manner our corrupt tradition αὐλῇ may possibly have originated. 
Assuming this primitive dvrj, we may be fairly sure that at an 
early period in the history of the written text the presentation 
would be ἐκ πλήῤους thus :— 

δῶμα περιστεναχίζεται ἀντῇ. 
Nothing could be easier than to misread this into :— 

δῶμα περιστεναχίζεται αὐτῇ, 
which is naturally suggestive of the common idiomatic use of 
αὐτός seen in @ 24 αὐτῇ γαίῃ---αὐτῇ τε θαλάσσῃ, 290 ἵππους 
αὐτοῖσιν ὄχεσφιν, Θ 186 αὐτῷ φάρει, ᾧ 54 τόξον αὐτῷ γωρυτῷ. 
In the present instance αὐτῇ preceded by δῶμα readily calls up, 
and indeed can hardly be supplemented by any other word than, 
αὐλῇ. This from being a mere marginal addition, δῶμα---αὐτῇ 
(αὐλῇ), would end by displacing αὐτῇ altogether: and so we are 
left with the seemingly more important αὐλῇ, which, as we have 
seen, baffles and will always continue to baffle all rational and 
legitimate exegesis. 
κ 22] ἡμὲν πανέμεναι ἠδ᾽ ὀρνύμεν dv x’ ἐθέλῃσι, 

The hiatus has arisen from the old system of writing without 
elision. Metre requires and usage allows :— 

ἡμὲν πανέμεν ἠδὲ καὶ ὀρνύμεν ov κ᾽ ἐθέλῃσιν. 
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The division of the line into three equal parts may have been 
objected to, but the objection is idle. In the first book of Odyssey 
fifty-seven instances may be counted. Neither is it necessary to 
suppose that the introduction of καί would give much, or indeed 
any, greater prominence to ὀρνύμεν than πανέμεν itself can claim, 
cf. E 128 and also M 159 :— 

bs τῶν ἐκ χειρῶν βέλεα ῥέον ἡμὲν ᾿Αχαιῶν 

ἠδὲ καὶ ἐκ Τρώων" 
This usage might serve to explain the irregularity of 1. 6 (=Q 604) 

ἐξ μὲν θυγατέρες, ἕξ δ᾽ vides ἡβώοντες. 
I am quite unconvinced that ἔξ here retains anything of an 
initial c,and see no good reason for accepting féé from van Leeuwen 
and da Costa. Much more probable to me seems :— 

ἐξ μὲν θύγατρες, ἐξ δὲ καὶ υἱέες ἡβώοντες. 
x29] τῇ δεκάτῃ δ᾽ ἤδη ἀνεφαίνετο πατρὶς ἄρουρα, 

An easy depravation of a line in this form :— 

τῇ δεκάτῃ δὲ δὴ ἄμμιν ἐφαίνετο πατρὶς dpovpa. 
The form μιν, if such were the original orthography, would 
produce dvedaivero still more easily. ‘Avedaivero might indeed be 
maintained thus, δὲ δὴ dup’ aved. 
κ 35) καί μ᾽ ἔφασαν χρυσόν τε καὶ ἄργυρον οἴκαδ᾽ ἄγεσθαι. 

For οἴκαδ᾽, no less otiose than unmetrical, Fick has ingeniously 
suggested ἀσκῷ. The appropriateness of this is apparent, for it 
is the mystery of the tied-up sack which impels the sailors to 
forget their duty. In later Greek we should have ἐν ἀσκῷ; but 
ἀσκῷ alone may be compared with νηί, explained as an instru- 
mental dat. in κ 140 

ἔνθα δ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἀκτῆς νηὶ κατηγαγόμεσθα σιωπῇ. 
KAI] Anos ἡμεῖς δ᾽ αὖτε ὁμὴν ὁδὸν ἐκτελέσαντες 
We should lose a hiatus licitus but nothing else by reading :-— 
ἡμεῖς δ᾽ αὖτέ F ὁμὴν ὁδὸν (For) 
just as we have in Θ 291 7 κέν τοι ὁμὸν λέχος. 
κ 44] — ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε θᾶσσον ἰδώμεθα ὅττι τάδ᾽ ἐστὶν ---. 
Another hiatus licitus flanked with attendant difficulties on 
either side. Probably in view of y 175 we may here adopt for 
ἀλλ᾽ dye θᾶσσον the more metrical ἀλλὰ τάχιστα followed by 
ἰδώμεσθ᾽ (cf. ἃ 356, p 479, Η 30). For ὅττι I would suggest the 
possibility of ἅττα (v. Note on v 309 f.) :— 
— ἀλλὰ τάχιστα ἰδώμεσθ᾽ ἅττα τάδ᾽ ἐστίν. 
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κ 64] πῶς ἦλθες, ’OSuced ; 

Modernized most probably from πῶς, Ὀδυσεύς, ἦλθες; or 
€AvGes. The later Greeks seem never to have been content to 
allow Homer to use the nominative for the vocative, and dis- 
regarded scansion freely in order to eliminate the supposed error 
(v. Cobet, Misc. Crit. p. 333). 

x 687] dacdy μ᾽ ἕταροί τε κακοὶ πρὸς τοῖσί τε ὕπνος 
σχέτλιος. 

The metrical flaw here might be remedied by introducing 
τοισίδε or τοίσδεσι (cf. 1. 268); but it would perhaps be simpler 
to suppose that ἔτι has been lost after re. The objection to πρός 
for ἐπί does not seem of much weight, considering the free use of 
πρός a8 an adverb, = praeterea, insuper,e.g. with ἔτι v 41 πρὸς δ᾽ 
ἔτι καὶ τόδε μεῖζον ---- μερμηρίζω. τ το, &c. 

x 78] τείρετο δ᾽ ἀνδρῶν θυμὸς ὑπ᾽ εἰρεσίης ἀλεγεινῆς 
ἡμετέρῃ ματίῃ, ἐπεὶ οὐκέτι φαίνετο πομπή. 

‘And the spirit of the man was spent beneath the grievous 
rowing by reason of our vain endeavour, for there was no more 
any sign of a wafting wind’ (Butcher and Lang). 

It will be seen that Messrs. B. and L. follow Nitzsch in 
his interpretation of ἡμετέρῃ ματῃ. Most editors however 
adopt the explanation of the Schol. ἡμετέρᾳ ματαιότητι καὶ ἁμαρτίᾳ. 
This last I believe to be right; but the lines should certainly be 
_ read thus punctuated :— 

τείρετο δ᾽ ἀνδρῶν θυμὸς ὑπ᾽ εἰρεσίης ἀλεγεινῆς, 
ἡμετέρῃ ματίῃ ἐπεὶ οὐκέτι φαίνετο πομπή. 
The new punctuation indicates that ἡμετέρῃ ματίῃ belongs to the 
sentence ἐπεὶ-----πομπή. It is placed before the conjunction, 
ἐπεί, merely for the sake of emphasizing its importance. The 
principle is the same as has been illustrated in the note on a 37. 
With the present instance we may compare :— 
ει 185 κήδε ἐπεί μοι πολλὰ δόσαν θεοὶ οὐρανίωνες, 
μ 49 ἀτὰρ αὐτὸς ἀκονέμεν αἴ κ᾽ ἐθέλῃσθα, 
δησάντων σ᾽ ἐν νηὶ —. 
E 27 Τρῶες δὲ μεγάθυμοι ἐπεὶ ἴδον υἷε Δάρητος, ---- 
πᾶσιν ὀρίνθη θυμός" 

ZL 474 αὐτὰρ ὅ γ᾽ ὃν φίλον υἱὸν ἐπεὶ κύσε πῆλέ τε χερσῶ. 
Accordingly the translation would be to this effect: ‘The spirit 
of my men was wearied out in the stress of hard rowing, for by 
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reason of our own foolishness there was no longer prospect of any 
convoy home.’ 

The πομπή given by Aeolus, practically the favourable wind, 
the zephyr, had disappeared, and they were left to their own 
resources, rowing. 

Now apart from a possible doubt whether ὑπ᾽ εἰρεσέης 
ἀλεγεινῆς should not be ὑπ᾽ εἰρεσῃ ἀλεγεινῇ with G (the codex 
Mediceus Laurentianus), to which I certainly incline, there 
remains only the question of the curious and unique word pari. 
Nitzsch deriving it from pardw gives it the sense of ‘ helpless 
delay ’, which the verb justifies. But the form of the noun allied 
to paraw should certainly be ματή, as the adverbial acc. μάτην 
shows was really the case. Mariy seems to be sort of rough 
compromise, a distant approach to ματαιότης, which the tater 
Greeks thought they could allow themselves to indulge in here, 
as they were gradually becoming unable to enter easily into the 
obsolescent ideas and phraseology of the epic age. What the 
poet elsewhere lays explicitly to the charge of the too inquisitive 
crew was dry (ἀτασθαλίη), as we may see from κ 68. In later 
times when they—and Aeschylus may be taken as witness—had 
loaded this word with deeper meaning, it is small wonder that 
such a term was thought too severe for a comparatively trivial 
offence. Therefore instead of being content with 

ἡμετέρῃ ἀάτῃ (ἀξάτῃ) 
which probably originally stood here, they turned it into the 
apparently lighter impeachment, pariy. 

This idea of the origin of pariy may perhaps appear to some 
fanciful and extravagant: but there is a passage in the Etymo- 
logicum Magnum which gives it a remarkable support and is 
worth revolving :—éx τοῦ dros γίνεται patos, ὁ λίαν ἐν dry ὧν καὶ 
φρενοβλαβίᾳ, ἔνθεν paria. After this rather damaging exposure 
it seems hardly possible even for the most credulous to retain 
faith in, or any serious respect for, the traditional incubus, 
ματίῃ. ; 

κ 1127 οἱ δ᾽ ἐπεὶ εἰσῆλθον κλυτὰ δώματα, τὴν δὲ γυναῖκα 
εὗρον ὅσην τ᾽ ὄρεος κορυφήν, κατὰ δ᾽ ἔστυγον αὐτήν. 

Here the article τήν is unepic and the emphatic αὐτήν 
intolerable. There is also a doubt whether xaréorvyoy should be 
followed by any object at all. In the only other passage which 
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shows the compound verb, P 694, it stands alone and means ‘ was 
struck with horror’. It would involve very little alteration of 
the received text to read :— 

οἱ δ᾽ ἐπεὶ εἰσῆλθον κλυτὰ δώματα, τῇ δὲ γυναῖκα 

εὗρον ὅσην τ᾽ ὄρεος κορυφήν, κατὰ δ᾽ ἔστυγον ἄντην. 
‘They were horrified before her.’ The use of τῇ = where 
(ubi) has sufficient warrant in ὃ 565, ε 442, ἡ 281 and else- 
where. 
x 112} κὰδ δ᾽ ἔβαλον προπάροιθε νεός, ἀνέγειρα δ᾽ ἑταίρους —. 

As all the MSS. save one have νεώς here, it is very difficult 
to think that the veds of P gives the line as originally composed, 
or indeed as a metrically satisfactory verse. Without much 
rashness we might read :— 

κὰδ δ᾽ ἔβαλον νηὸς προπάροιθ᾽, dvéyeipa δ᾽ ἑταίρους. 
κ 178] ὡς ἐφάμην, οἱ δ᾽ ὦκα ἐμοῖς ἐπέεσσι πίθοντο (= 428, μ 222). 

Aceepting Nauck’s transposition ἐπίθοντο ἔπεσσι, I would 
take the hint given by P ὦκ᾽ and restore the scansion thus :— 

ὡς ἐφάμην, of δ᾽ dx’ ἐπ᾽ ἐμοῖς ἐπίθοντο ἔπεσσι. 
Cf. O 162, 178, A 565, A 412. 
KIQ2Z] οὐδ᾽ ὅπῃ dwveirar ἀλλὰ φραζώμεθα θᾶσσον 
εἴ τις ἔτ᾽ ἔσται μῆτις" ἐγὼ δ᾽ οὐκ οἴομαι εἶναι. 
εἶδον γὰρ σκοπιὴν εἷς παιπαλόεσσαν ἀνελθὼν ---. 

Two of the words here found, οἴομαι and εἶδον, dactyl and 
spondee, are clearly un-epic. We have also a case, more or less 
serious, of hiatus in 1. r92. None of these defects need be 
attributed to the poet. Several emendations of ἐγὼ δ᾽ οὐκ οἴομαι 
εἶναι are current, Nauck’s ἐγὼ δ᾽ οὐκ ἔμμεν᾽ ὀΐω, which leaves the 
sense unsatisfactory (it is either an unworthy counsel of 
despair, a quite incredible solution, or, as Nitzsch would have it, 
the hero merely means that he is of opinion there is no other 
policy possible than that he is going to recommend, but does not. 
This makes ἔτι all important, more so indeed than it can well be), 
Naber’s ἐγὼ δέ γ᾽ ὀΐομαι εἶναι, Platt’s ἐγὼ δ᾽ dp’ ὀΐομαι εἶναι and van 
Herwerden’s ἐγὼ δέ ye ἔμμεν᾽ ὀΐω with the precious hiatus licitus. 

Perhaps the following would be fairly satisfactory in metre 
and meaning :— 

οὐδ᾽ ὅπῃ ἐξανανεῖτ᾽ " ἀλλὰ φραζώμεθα θᾶσσον 
εἴ τις ἔτ᾽ ἔσται pris’ ἐγὼ δέ τιν᾽ ἔμμεν᾽ ὀίω. 
ἐς δὲ ἴδον σκοπιὴν ἐς παιπαλόεσσαν ἀνελθὼν —. 
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Such a primitive text might well be the starting-point whence 
he tradition has proceeded by natural and easy stages. 
κ 232] Εὐρύλοχος δ᾽ ὑπέμεινεν, ὀνσάμενος δόλον elvan | 
258 αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν ὑπέμεινα, ὀισάμενος δόλον εἶναι. 
I suggest that a slight alteration of the punctuation in the 
first line would be an improvement :— 
Εὐρύλοχος δ᾽ ὑπέμειν᾽, ἐν ὀισάμενος δόλον εἶναι. 
What he said to himself was ‘ ἔνεστι δόλος ’. 
‘If so, the hiatus in the second line disappears at once :—~- 
αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν ὑπέμειν᾽, ἐν ὀισάμενος δόλον εἶναι. 
x 247] ἐν δέ οἱ doce 
δακρνόφιν πίμπλαντο, γόον δ᾽ ὠίετο θυμός. 
Somewhat reluctantly I have been driven by a close examination 
of epic usage to the conclusion that the curious phrase, γόον 
δ᾽ ὠίετο θυμός, ‘his soul thought of lamentation,’ ‘ wailing was 
the thought of his soul’ is Homerically an illegitimate and 
indefensible expression. It recurs, it is true, once again, 
v 349, where the whole line is repeated verbatim after cove 
δ᾽ dpa σφέων. The only advantage however to be derived 
from this recurrence is that it saves us from the error of 
making θυμός refer to the spectators of the scene, ‘their soul 
expected his weeping,’ a translation that has actually been 
suggested as possible here. 
At the same time ὀίομαι in the sense of ‘expect’, ‘look for’ 
is strictly in accordance with a recognized Homeric usage, e.g. 
N 283 κῇρας ὀιομένῳ, B 351 κεῖνον ὀιομένη, x 380 ἦ τινά που 
δόλον ἄλλον ὀίεαι, ν 427 ἀλλὰ τά γ᾽ οὐκ diw. The question is, 
can the meaning here required ‘I think about some one or some 
thing’ be equally approved for ὀίομαί τινα or re? 1 am afraid 
not. We certainly might apply this latter rendering, and some 
have applied it, to v 224 :— 
ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι τὸν δύστηνον ὀίομαι, ef ποθεν ἐλθὼν 
ἀνδρῶν μνηστήρων σκέδασιν κατὰ δώματα θείη. 
‘Ich muss denken an ihn’ (Ebeling Lex.). The better 
supported sense however is not, ‘I must still think of him,’ 
‘still my thought is ever of’ (Butcher and Lang), but simply 
‘I am still expecting, looking for, him.’ § 351 is precisely in 
the same position. So also x 159 τόν wep ὀΐω does not mean, 
‘whom I am thinking of,’ but, ‘whom I suspect, and I expect 
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it is he,’ cf. x 165 ὃν ὀιόμεθ᾽ αὐτοί, ‘whom we ourselves thought 
likely.” The only other passage, so far as I am aware, which 
affords any justification for assuming the legitimacy of the 
meaning under discussion is :— 
p 580 μυθεῖται κατὰ μοῖραν ἅ πέρ κ᾽ Giotto καὶ ἄλλος ----- 

Here also I am strongly inclined to believe the sense is ‘just 
that which any one else would expect,’ ‘quae suspicetur’ 
(Ebeling); we might paraphrase, ‘he expresses the apprehensions 
that any one else would feel.’ Even if we take the meaning to 
be ‘what any one else would think’, there is a considerable 
interval between ἅ πέρ x’ ὀίοιτο and γόον diero. The former 
is far from being a justification of the latter. 

However it is undoubtedly difficult to prove to demonstration 
the Homeric impossibility of γόον aero: the niceties of language 
are apt to elude the most careful investigation. Still it can 
hardly be denied that the phrase is of a dubious and isolated 
character, and, if so, there is room for a suggestion, more 
especially one following the ductus litterarum as closely as 
what I now propose :-— 

γόων δέ of ἵετο θυμός. 
Obviously the vulgate ΓΟΟΝΔΕΟΙΕΤῸ (with δέ for δὴ differs 
little, and indeed is but one iota removed, from TOONAEOI- 
IETO. The sense gained by the new reading is, I venture to 
say, unimpeachable and thoroughly Homeric: ‘on lamentation 
his soul was set,’ ‘his soul yearned for wailing.’ 

We may compare the recurrent τοῖσιν ὑφ᾽ ἵμερος ὦρτο 
γόοιο, ὕφ᾽ ἵμερον ὦρσε γόοιο, γόον ἵμερον ὦρσεν, and for the 
genitive after ἵεσθαι x 529 ἱέμενος ποταμοῖο ῥοάων, ο 69 ἱέμενον 
voorow, A 168 ἱέμενοι πόλιος, Ψ 371 νίκης ἱεμένων, οἷ. 718, 767. 

There remains however one difficulty which may seem hard 
to settle. The evidence for an initial F in ἵετο is exceedingly 
strong. This particular form never occurs in the fourth foot 
without a short open vowel preceding. Of course we may 
deliberately shut our eyes to the digamma altogether and say 
stoically with La Roche (Praefat. ad Iliadem) ‘ Digammi 
rationem habui fere nullam’, We might even go a step 
further and renounce Homer and all his works. In this case 
however the disregard of the digamma has some little basis on 
which to rest. ἱέμενος is preceded by a dactyl ending in a 
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consonant twice x 246, ἔ 142 (q.v.), where ἐσσύμενος may possibly 
have been the original word. Two other passages β 327 ἐπεί 
νύ περ ἵεται (q.v.) and Σ 501 ἄμφω δ᾽ ἱέσθην are also recalcitrant. 
Still there must be some hesitation about adding to these 
exceptions. 

Possibly then some may be disposed to leave the noun here 
in the singular number, as is indeed usual, and read :— 

On the other hand it must be admitted that the possibility of 
this being converted into the traditional reading is not by any 
means equally apparent. 

For my own part I faithfully adhere to the principle I 
ventured to lay down in discussing a 37, and accordingly I con- 
ceive that the true original ran thus with elision of -o.:— 

γόων δέ Γ᾽ éFiero θυμός. 
in exact correspondence with :— 
ἐπεὶ πρό ῥ᾽ ἐξείπομεν ἡμεῖς. 
In the later passage, v 349, either γόοιο δὲ ἵετο or γόων δ᾽ dpa 
—there is no place for a pronoun—would necessarily be made 
to conform to the corruption here. 
x 263] τὸν δ᾽ ἂψ ἠνώγεα αὐτὴν ὁδὸν ἡγήσασθαι. 

ἠνώγεα is undoubtedly the correct epic form and is given by 
nearly all the MSS. That the verse as it stands is unmetrical is 
however certain, Instead of adopting ἠνώγεον or yvwyew from 
Bothe, I would suggest the insertion of μοι thus :-— 

τὸν δ᾽ ἠνώγεά μ᾽ ἂψ αὐτὴν ὁδὸν ἡγήσασθαι. 
Compare . 274 (Note) for position of verb and pronoun, and for 
the construction { 114, ἡ 22. 
κ 269] φεύγωμεν᾽ ἔτι γάρ κεν ἀλύξαιμεν κακὸν ἦμαρ. 

The variant φεύγομεν (T ante corr. U*?) may indicate 
φευγέμεν a8 the original reading. Whether any variants on ἔτι 
γάρ κεν exist is not stated by Ludwich (1889). I would suggest 
as possible :— 

φευγέμεν, εἴ κέν πως ἔτ᾽ ἀλύξαιμεν κακὸν ἦμαρ. (v. Note on μ 113) 
or we might preserve the independence of the last sentence and 
the exact order of its particles by reading :— 

φευγέμεν᾽ ὡς ἔτι γάρ κεν ἀλύξαιμεν κακὸν Tpap. 
x 288] ἔρχευ, ὅ κέν τοι κρατὸς ἀλάλκῃσιν κακὸν ἦμαρ. 
Read épxe’, 6 κέν τ᾽ ἀπὸ κρατὸς ἀλάλκῃσιν κακὸν ἦμαρ. The 
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examination of the usage of ἀλέξω, ἀπαλέξω in the Note on p 364 
shows this change to be necessary. The short syllable in thesis 
before xp may have contributed to the exclusion of the preposition, 
but the main motive doubtless was to avoid the elision of rou. 
κ 295] Kipxy ἐπαΐξαι ὥς τε κτάμεναι μενεαίνων. 

822 Κίρκῃ ἐπήιξα ὥς τε κτάμεναι μενεαίνων. 

Whatever defence may be made for the third foot in 1. 295, 
it is impossible to maintain that in 1, 322 we have in that place 
even a tolerable spondee. In fact from 1. 322 some degree of 
doubt must fall upon the lesser licence, and more weight begins 
to attach to the frequency of an elision before ds re, e.g. X 26, 
N 564, 571, Ο 271, 323, 410, 690, 630, « 292. It is admitted 
that the diphthong of ἐπαΐξαι could not be elided; but, as may 
easily be shown, the prohibition to elide by no means involves 
the licence of leaving a hiatus, as is sometimes too readily 
assumed. On the other hand the 1 aor. inf. mid. ἐπαΐξασθαι, 
which occurs at least twice in the Iliad, allows the elision of its 
last syllable, and this I submit is the solution of the difficulty in 
our first passage :— 

Κίρκῃ ἐπαΐξασθ᾽ ὥς τε κτάμεναι μενεαίνων. 
The second passage has probably been brought into forced 
conformity with the previous line after ἐπαΐξασθαι was abandoned 
for ἐπαΐξαι. There seems little doubt from the usage elsewhere, 
that the reading should be :— 

Kipxy ἐπηΐχθην ὥς τε κτάμεναι μενεαίνων. 

These two alterations may be considered sufficient, but if 
we look at the usual idiomatic construction of the verb in Homer 
even apart from the minor objection to the shortening of -y in 
Kipxp, it is quite possible that Κίρκης ἀΐξασθ᾽ and Κίρκης ἠίχθην 
represent better the original text. 

κ 317} ἐν δέ τε φάρμακον ἧκε κακὰ φρονέουσ᾽ ἐνὶ θυμῷ. 
If the exclusion of re from statements of particular fact 


be accepted (v. Monro, H. G. § 332 (5)), we should read 
here :— 


ἐν δέ τι φάρμακον 
Contrast with this passage v 244 ἐν δέ τε οἶνος γίγνεται, where re 
is properly and correctly used. 
K 26] θαῦμά μ᾽ ἔχει ὡς ov τι πιὼν τάδε φάρμακ᾽ ἐθέλχθης" 
Bekker and Cobet (Var. Lec. p. 108) propose to change ὡς to 
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πῶς. This is not, as I believe, the true remedy. There is here 
a doubtful expression, which deserves attention even more than 
the hiatus, θαῦμά μ᾽ ἔχει. Elsewhere in Homer θαῦμα never means 
‘wondering’, ‘the feeling of wonder.’ That is. expressed by 
τάφος. θαῦμα is always the object of the wondering, the thing 
wondered at. This is established by 17 instances in the Iliad 
and Odyssey and about half that number in the Homeric 
Hymns. 

Accordingly leaving ὡς untouched I would give θαῦμα here 

its proper sense by reading :— 

ἢ μέγα θαῦμ᾽ ὡς ov τι πιὼν τάδε φάρμακ᾽ ἐθέλχθης. 
Compare O 286, Y 344, p 306. In the last-named passage 
ἢ μάλα θαῦμα is read, and would of course serve equally well 
here. 
x 398] πᾶσιν δ᾽ ἱμερόεις ὑπέδυ γόος, ἀμφὶ δὲ δῶμα 

σμερδαλέον κονάβιζε' 

The usage of ἱμερόεις here is absolutely unique. The meaning 
is supposed to be ‘ wistful’, ‘yearning,’ indicative of home- 
sickness. Surely the true reading can only be :— 

πᾶσιν δ᾽ ἵμερος εἷς ὑπέδυ γόον, 
of which the corruption is simple. The tradition is quite 
Sophoclean in expression, but utterly remote from Homer, cf. 
the regular ἵμερος γόοιο, and for the contrasted adjectives 
χ 138 καί x’ els πάντας ἐρύκοι---. 
x 403) νῆα μὲν ἄρ πάμπρωτον ἐρύσσατε ἤπειρόνδε, 
᾿ κτήματα δ᾽ ἐν σπήεσσι πελάσσατε ὅπλα τε πάντα' 

Doubtless Bentley’s πάμπρωτα is a necessary step in the right 
direction, but further correction is needed here. Both these lines 
exhibit the hiatus at the end of the fourth foot, which is claimed 
as licitus. Both are under some suspicion on other grounds; 
Kirchhoff boldly rejects them both along with αὐτός in 1. 405. 
They are, he would probably urge, merely modifications of 
ll. 423-4, put into the mouth of Circe. Obviously the detailed 
orders are better placed in the speech of the leader to his men. 
But even this argument is not conclusive, and if we are not 
prepared to go the length of rejecting the lines here, the speech of 
Circe would not lose either in respect of idiom or politeness and 
might actually be better iu point of metre, if we attributed to 
her the optative instead of the imperative, épvoca:r’ — πελάσσαιτ᾽. 
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For other examples of this optative, used, in the words of Dr. 
Monro, as ‘a gentle or deferential imperative, conveying advice, 
suggestion, or the like’ (H. G. § 299), cf. A 20 παῖδα δ᾽ ἐμοὶ 
λύσαιτε φίλην τά τ᾽ ἄποινα δέχεσθαι, where, as here, an infinitive 
follows, Γ 407, &c. The elision at the end of the fourth foot is 
not altogether infrequent, v. A 356, ρ 479, H 30, κ 44 (Note), 
A 381, 385, 388. 

The result is that the laborious portion of the exhortation or 
injunction is recommended as advisable—merely so—by the mild 
optatives: but the invitation is unhesitatingly expressed by the 
more urgent infinitive. So again in 1, 425 for ὀτρύνεσθε ἐμοί (or 
ἵνα μοι) we may easily restore ὀτρύνεσθαι ἐμοί γ᾽ dua πάντες ἕπεσθαι, 
if we are not too devoted to hiatus licitus, 

κ 4107 ὡς δ᾽ Gr ἂν ἄγραυλοι πόριες περὶ Bots ἀγελαίας, 

ἐλθούσας ἐς κόπρον, ἐπὴν βοτάνης κορέσωνται, 

πᾶσαι ἅμα σκαίρουσιν ἐναντίαι" οὐδ᾽ ἔτι σηκοὶ 

ἴσχονσ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ἁδινὸν μυκώμεναι ἀμφιθέουσι 

μητέρας" ὡς ἐμὲ κεῖνοι, ἐπεὶ ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσι, 

δακρυόεντες ἔχυντο' δόκησε δ᾽ ἄρα σφίσι θυμὸς 

ὡς ἔμεν ὡς εἰ πατρίδ᾽ ἱκοίατο καὶ πόλιν αὐτὴν 

τρηχείης ᾿Ιθάκης, ἵνα τ᾽ ἔτραφεν ἠδ᾽ ἐγένοντο’ 
There are a few points in this passage that invite brief notice. 
For ὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ἄν, van Leeuwen and da Costa (1897) read ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε κ᾽, 
but as the pure subjunctive is the rule in a simile, ds δ᾽ ὅτε τ᾽ 
(cf. M 132) should probably stand not only here but in all the 
instances enumerated by Dr. Monro, H. G. § 289, to which we may 
add κ 216, χ 468, K 5, M 41, O 80, 2 480. 

The form πόριες, which can only be supported from Euripides 
and Theocritus, should be replaced by the more correct πόρτιες, 
which even here is not entirely without MSS. authority (πόρτιες F, 
post corr. Ὁ (D*?) Ὁ", Eust. H. Steph. Ludwich). Evidently πόριες 
proceeds mainly from the difficulty of realizing that πόρτιες can 
be scanned — --, as probably is the case in Hymn. Dem. 174. πόρτις 
might certainly be written, but πόρτιες seems preferable for the 
reason given by Porson in favour of ᾿Αθηνέων (γ 278). Compare 
also remarks on κ 493 ad fin. 

In 411 ἐπεί may be accepted instead of ἐπήν. The comma 
after κορέσωνται involves the adoption of Bekker’s σκαίρωσι in the 


next line; but it is open to question whether it would not be 
167 


x 410 ODYSSEY 


better to follow Ameis-Hentze and change the comma into a colon, 
not making an anacoluthon, but leaving the substantive verb 
(ἔωσι) to be understood after ὅτε re, a3 in A 547, E 481, N 323: 
compare also A 535, where we now find generally printed dyrvyes 
at περὶ δίφρον (sc. ἦσαν). 

The main difficulty of the passage however meets us when 
we get to 1. 415. Obviously ἔχυντο cannot govern ἐμέ (I. 414), 
as ἀμφέχυντο might have done, so that it is of no avail to appeal 
to such a passage a8 π 214 ἀμφιχυθεὶς πατέρ᾽ ἐσθλόν. Usage is 
decidedly against removing the comma after κεῖνοι with Bekker. 
Hence Kirchhoff, Fick and van Herwerden call in question the 
validity of ll. 415-17, regarding them as interpolated. 

I would venture to suggest as an alternative that éywro is 
corrupt and should be simply corrected to ἵκοντο, which saves both 
grammar and sense. ‘In such wise, when they saw me with their 
eyes, they came to me weeping’ seems adequate enough to the 
occasion. ἔχυντο may well have been suggested by π᾿ 214; ἀμφι- 
θέουσι (413) would help to maintain it as well as the idea, a very 
natural one, that it gives more pathos to the picture. Perhaps 
we should be nearer the mark in saying that it gives too much. 
Certainly Odysseus with half the ship’s crew hanging about his 
neck would find the situation morally and physically almost over- 
whelming. Of the other interpretation that has been suggested, 
‘in lacrimas effusi sunt,’ it is enough to say that it is not 
possible. 

Lastly δόκησε δ᾽ dpa σφίσι θυμὸς | ὡς ἔμεν must surely be read 
δόκησε δ᾽ dpa σφίσι θυμῷ. The meaning is not ‘and their feeling 
seemed (to me) to be just as if’ &c., but ‘for it seemed to them 
in their soul to be as if’ &c. If this is not obvious in itself, it is 
surely placed beyond question or cavil by a comparison of :— 

v 93 μερμήριζε δ᾽ ἔπειτα, δόκησε δέ of κατὰ θυμὸν 

ἤδη γιγνώσκουσα παρεστάμεναι κεφαλῆφι. 
The whole passage with the alterations I have advocated would 
stand thus : 

ὡς δ᾽ Gre τ᾽ ἄγραυλοι πόρτιες περὶ βοῦς ἀγελαίας, 

ἐλθούσας ἐς κόπρον, ἐπεὶ βοτάνης κορέσωνται: 

πᾶσαι ἅμα σκαίρουσιν ἐναντίαι" οὐδ᾽ ἔτι σηκοὶ 

ἴσχουσ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ἁδινὸν μυκώμεναι ἀμφιθέουσι 

μητέρας" ὡς ἐμὲ κεῖνοι, ἐπεὶ ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσι, 
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δακρυόεντες ἵκοντο" δόκησε δ᾽ ἄρα σφίσι θυμῷ 

ὡς ἔμεν ὡς εἰ πατρίδ᾽ ἱκοίατο καὶ πόλιν αὐτὴν 

τρηχείης ᾿Ιθάκης, ἵνα τ᾽ ἔτραφεν ἠδ᾽ ἐγένοντο" 
x 432] Κίρκης ἐς μέγαρον καταβήμεναι, ἥ κεν ἅπαντας 

ἢ σῦς ἠὲ λύκους ποιήσεται He λέοντας, 

of κέν of μέγα δῶμα φνλάσσοιμεν καὶ ἀνάγκῃ, 

ὥς περ Κύκλωψ epg’, ὅτε of μέσσαυλον ἵκοντο 

ἡμέτεροι ἕταροι, σὺν δ᾽ ὃ θρασὺς εἵπετ᾽ ᾽᾿Οδυσσ εύς" 
The passage is thus translated by Messrs. Butcher and Lang :— 
‘to go down to the hall of Circe, who will surely change us all 
to swine or wolves or lions to guard her great house perforce, 
according to the deeds that the Cyclops wrought, when certain 
of our company went to his inmost fold and with them went 
Odysseus ever hardy’. Apart from the admitted uncertainty of 
the rendering of 1. 434 (v. Dr. Merry’s note) there is in the clause 
corresponding to ὥς περ Κύκλωψ ἔρξ᾽ an unmistakable tinge of 
vagueness, which would, I think, disappear, if we were to restore 
the integrity of the two concluding lines by reading and punctua- 
ting thus :— 

ὥς περ Κύκλωψ epg’, dre of μέσσανλον ἵκοντο, 

ἡμετέρους ἑτάρους, σὺν δὲ θρασὺς εἵπετ᾽ ᾿Οδυσσεύς" 
In the vulgate it seems natural to suppose that the unmetrical 
ἡμέτεροι ἕταροι has superseded the accusative owing to the strictness 
of the grammatical views of some forgotten critic, who either could 
not extend his regard beyond the proximate verb ἵκοντο or who 
realized too vividly that σὺν δ᾽ ὁ θρασὺς κτλ. was part and parcel 
of the temporal sentence. The inter-locking of clauses is however 
Homeric enough, 6. g. 6 475-6 

νώτου ἀποπροταμών, ἐπὶ δὲ πλεῖον ἐλέλειπτο, 

ἀργιόδοντος ὑός, θαλερὴ δ᾽ ἦν ἀμφὶς ἀλοιφή' 

The exact meaning οὗ ἔρξ᾽ in our reconstructed clause calls 
for some remark. If it were not for the closely similar :— 
W 312 ἠδ᾽ ὅσα Κύκλωψ ἔρξε, 

where ἔρξε unquestionably comes from ἔρδω, I am afraid I should 
without much hesitation take gg here with Adam and Ameis- 
Hentze as the aor. of épyw (éépyw), although there is but one other 
instance of this form in Homer, ἔ 411, where moreover the scansion 
is decidedly curious. However I may safely leave this question 
for future treatment (v. Note on ¢ 411), for to say here ‘just as 
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the Cyclops penned in our comrades’ is not materially different 
from saying ‘just as the Cyclops treated our comrades’, if, as 
Nitzsch believed we ought to do, we follow the Ambros. Schol. in 
the explanation of φυλάσσοιμεν in the preceding line, τηροῖμεν, 
οὐχὶ φυλάσσειν δῶμα ἀλλὰ τὸ ἀεὶ ἐκεῖσε εἶναι. This involves no 
innovation with regard to φυλάσσω as ε 208 τόδε δῶμα φυλάσσοις 
bears witness, and it may be observed that in « 214--|0 the wolves 
and lions, whether they are human beings transformed or not, 
appear rather to play the part of lures and decoys than of 
guards. 

Accordingly I would render from 1. 434 thus :— 

‘and so we should abide perforce in her great house, in the same 
way as the Cyclops dealt with our comrades, when they came to 
his steading, and our rash leader was with them’. 
κ 485] ἠδ᾽ ἄλλων ἑτάρων, of μευ φθινύθουσι φίλον κῆρ 

ἀμφ᾽ ἔμ᾽ ὀδυρόμενοι, ὅτε πον σύ γε νόσφι γένηαι. 

There is one remarkable point about this relative sentence, 
‘who lamenting around me make my heart weak’, and it is this : 
φίλον κῆρ in A 491-2 ἀλλὰ φθινύθεσκε φίλον κῆρ αὖθι μένων belongs 
to the subject of the verb, not as here to a different individual. 
So we have τεταρπόμενός τε φίλον κἣρ (a 310). The case is the 
same with the synonymous φίλον ἧτορ, which occurs much more 
frequently. φίλον τετιημένος ἦτορ (a 114 &C.), φίλον κατατήκομαε 
ἦτορ (τ 136), καθαπτόμενος φίλον ἦτορ (υ 22). 

With this I connect the hiatus in 1. 486 which, always 
suspect, is here accompanied by this deviation from the ordinary 
construction. Possibly 

x 198 τοῖσιν δὲ κατεκλάσθη φίλον ἦτορ 

μνησαμένοις ἔργων (cf, ι 256)—. 
may supply a hint. At any rate as a temporary expedient 
I suggest :— 


οἷσι φθινύθει φίλον ἦτορ 
ἀμφ᾽ ἔμ᾽ ὀδυρομένοις. 
For φθινύθει v. π 145, θ 530, μ΄ 131, &e, 
κ 498} μάντηος ἀλαοῦ, τοῦ τε φρένες ἔμπεδοί εἰσι 
μ5367 μάντηος ἀλαοῦ, Θηβαίου Τειρεσίαο, 


I transcribe from the apparatus criticus οὗ Ludwich (1889) (1) on 

κ 493: μάντηος ἀλαοῦ M (conjecit Hermann Elem. doctr. metr. 

347), Bekker; μαντῆος ἀλαοῦ coniecit Thiersch Gr, Gramm. § 190, 
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22; μάντιος adaov MSS. sch. Plat. Menon. 100%, Eust.; μάντιος 
ἀγλαοῦ X, μάντιος ἀλαόο P. Knight; μάντιος ἀλαοῖο Hartel Hom. 
Stud. m1 9 (13). (2) on μ 267: μάντηος coniecit Hermann, 
Bekker; μάντιος G ut MSS. al. (ε super ε scr G?). 

Although there is but one MS., Venetus Marcianus 613, 
which shows μάντηος ἀλαοῦ, most editors, Bekker, La Roche, 
Ameis-Hentze, Fisi, Dtintzer, Merry, Platt, Monro, adopt this 
unique form (the regular gen. μάντιος is found N 663), although 
even then the second foot is a very dubious dactyl. On the 
other hand if following Ahrens and the more recent editors van 
Leeuwen and da Costa we accept Knight’s μάντιος ἀλαόο, the 
metrical difficulty is only moved one step forward to the third 
foot where -6, τοῦ (or -d, τόο) is an utterly impossible spondee 
(or dactyl). 

Under these circumstances it seems worth while to propose 
a third solution of the difficulty :-— 

ἀλαόο μάντιος, τοῦ τε φρένες ἔμπεδοί εἶσιν" 

This transposition of the adjective and noun removes every 
objection on the score of metrical sufficiency. To the Greeks 
in later times however this reading would necessarily seem much 
too severely archaic, and they would readily welcome in its stead 
even such an unsuccessful measure of relief as the vulgate. I shall 
not discuss at length the lengthening of a short open vowel befure 
initial ». The analogies are well known. But the treatment of 
the genitive termination -ἰος as a long syllable deserves further 
illustration :— 

B 811 ἔστι δέ τις προπάροιθε πόλιος αἰπεῖα κολώνη, 

ᾧ 567 «i δέ κέ οἱ προπάροιθε πόλιος κατεναντίον ἔλθω" 
Bekker in both places would read πόλεος without authority in the 
first case and with one MS. L only in the second. Dr, Monro 
gives some countenance to this needless change by adopting it in 
Φ 567 (Oxford Homer 1896). 

I will now subjoin a few passages in which this scansion ὦ — 
of πόλιος may be admitted with advantage :— 

ζ 262 αὐτὰρ ἐπὴν πόλιος ἐπιβήομεν ἣν πέρι πύργος 
Here the late form ἐπήν no less than the metre authorizes --- 

αὐτὰρ ἐπεί κε πόλιος 
a restoration due to Dr. Monro, H. G. § 362. 
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ζ 294 τόσσον ἀπὸ πτόλιος ὅσσον τε γέγωνε βοήσας. 
The analogy of Η 334 τυτθὸν ἀποπρὸ νεῶν gives a fair warrant for 
τόσσον ἀποπρὸ πόλιος. 
π 471 ἤδη ὑπὲρ πόλιος, ὅθι θ᾽ Ἕρμαιος λόφος ἐστίν, 
A remedy of a similar character to the above is equally applicable 
and equally called for by the metre here :— 
ἤδη ὕπερθε πόλιος. 
For the improper preposition with genitive cf. Monro, H. G. ὃ 228. 
P 147 εἶσι περὶ πτόλιος, ἐπεὶ οὐκ dpa τις χάρις ἦεν. 
If we remove the prep. περί, which is scarcely appropriate here, for 
the more suitable and more usual πρόσθε, both sense and metre are 
advantaged :— 
εἶσιν πρόσθε πόλιος. 
Cf. 6 524 ὅς τε ἑῆς πρόσθεν πόλιος λαῶν τε πέσῃησιν, IT 833, ᾧ 587, 
A 54, also ® 567 quoted above. But another solution adheres 
more closely to the tradition 
εἶσι περιπρὸ πόλιος 
For περιπρό ‘ well in front’ cf. Π 699. I may also refer in this 
behalf to: 
T 292 εἶδον πρὸ πτόλιος δεδαιγμένον ὀξέι χαλκῷ. 
for the corrupt opening of which line I have on independent 
grounds suggested as probable :— 
εἰσέιδον πρὸ πόλιος, 
and the present argument tends to confirm the remarks then made, 
v. Journ. Phil. xxv. p. 303. 
The acc. πόλιας is disyllabic, ὦ —, in two passages : — 
6 560 καὶ πάντων ἴσασι πόλιας Kai πίονας ἀγροὺς ---. 
574 ἀνθρώπων, αὐτούς τε πόλιάς τ᾽ ἐὺ ναιεταούσας, 
and in all probability we should be right in substituting this 
form for πόλεις in B 648, I 328, Σ 342, 490. 
κ 505] μή τί τοι ἡγεμόνος ye ποθὴ παρὰ νηὶ μελέσθω, 
There is a suspicious redundancy about the expression ποθὴ 
μελέσθω, ‘desiderium sit tibi curae.’ It does not exhibit the 
true Homeric note of simplicity and directness. The ring is rank 
falsetto. Next we cannot fail to observe that the form μελέσθω, 
the imperative mood of the middle voice, is unique. Elsewhere 
with tolerable frequency μελέτω is found, e.g. :- 
0 152 (=181) μηδέ τί of θάνατος μελέτω φρεσὶ μηδέ τι τάρβος" 
O 231 (=a 305) σοὶ δ᾽ αὐτῷ μελέτω, 
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B 304 (μή τί τοι ἄλλο) ἐν στήθεσσι κακὸν μελέτω ἔργον τε ἔπος τε, 
δ 415 καὶ τότ᾽ ἔπειθ᾽ ὑμῖν μελέτω κάρτος τε βίη τε, 
ῃ 208 ᾿Αλκίνο᾽, ἄλλο τί τοι μελέτω φρεσίν᾽ 
There is indeed one passage, and one passage only, which gives 
countenance to this peculiar use of the middle voice of the verb 
μέλω :— 
A 523 ἐμοὶ δέ xe ταῦτα μελήσεται, ὄφρα τελέσσω" 
where the original may perhaps have been μελήσωσ᾽ or μεμήλωσ᾽; 
but whatever may be said of this suggestion, the weakness and 
unsatisfactory character of μελέσθω in κ 505 stands confessed, so 
that here at least a restoration of the true verb may be essayed 
with some confidence. Moreover we have in this case a surer 
basis than that of mere conjecture in the possibility of an appeal 
to analogous usage and to some extent of tradition also. I would 
submit that the true reading of the line is :— 
μή τί τοι ἡγεμόνος ye ποθὴ παρὰ νηὶ γενέσθω, 

of which the literal rendering would run thus :--- Let there not 
be unto thee in any wise anxiety for a guide with thy ship,’ 
παρὰ νηί qualifying ἡγεμόνος, ‘a guide to accompany the ship,’ 
as in the examples I have already adduced, v. Journ. Philol. 
XXiv. p. 280. 

In actual use the combination of ποθή and γίγνομαι occurs :— 
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A 471 ἐσθλὸς ἐών, μεγάλη δὲ ποθὴ Δαναοῖσι γένηται 
and again in a line unmistakably cast in the same mould as 
K 505 -— 

6 414 μηδέ τί τοι ξίφεός ye ποθὴ μετόπισθε γένοιτο. 

I do not know that the cogency of the above argument is 
really increased by the fact that γενέσθω is the actual reading of 
one of the two leading MSS. of the Odyssey, Flor, Laurent. 52, but 
undoubtedly many scholars will thereby be more willing to give 
ear to the objection against μελέσθω and to admit the alternative 
and, as I believe, genuine verb. 

κ 573] ῥεῖα παρεξελθοῦσα" ris ἂν θεὸν οὐκ ἐθέλοντα 
ὀφθαλμοῖσι Bot ἢ ἔνθ᾽ ἢ ἔνθα κιόντα ; 

We have here a strong instance οὗ dy, but not quite con- 
clusive as against κεν. Van Leeuwen and da Costa suggest 

peta παραφθαμένη᾽ τίς Kev —. 
But this would scarcely have been lost. If nothing better can be 
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suggested, ἄν must be admitted here. Suppose, however, we leave 

the words unchanged except in one point, their order, and read :— 
pet’ ἐλθοῦσα παρέξ' τίς κεν θεὸν ---; 

For transposition v. Note on ζ 60. 
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4] ἐν δὲ τὰ μῆλα λαβόντες ἐβήσαμεν. 

Here the article with μῆλα is probably due to the facility 
with which the original text could be altered to give it admission. 
Supposing that ἐν δ᾽ dpa μῆλα was here to begin with, we need 
not be surprised at the appearance of the metrically equivalent 
and more modern ἐν δὲ τὰ μῆλα. The case of 1. 20 ἐκ δὲ τὰ μῆλα 
is similar, and to this may be added ε 464 καρπαλίμως δὲ τὰ μῆλα 
ταναύποδα. 

None of these exhibit a use of the article which is in any 
degree Homeric, as is A 35 ἐλλισάμην, τὰ δὲ μῆλα λαβὼν ἀπεδειρο- 
τόμησα, where we have the article of contrast (v. Monro, H. G. 
δ 2590). This last passage may indeed have started, or given 
countenance to, the tampering with the others, for it might well 
be said, if rd stand here why not there also? It may be noticed 
that the noun μῆλον occurs more than seventy times in Homer, 
everywhere save in the above-mentioned places without the article, 
cf. ε 55 (Note). 

λ 15] οὐδέ ποτ᾽ αὐτοὺς --. 

In all probability for an original οὐδέ ποτέ σφεας. That 
avrovs as asimple anaphoric pronoun is genuine in Homer cannot 
be safely admitted. The later usage was certain to assert itself 
to the prejudice of an obsolescent form, particularly when as here 
it fits in so well with the metre, cf. w 241 (Note), X 26 (Note). 

λ 18] οὔθ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ἂν ἂψ ἐπὶ γαῖαν dx’ οὐρανόθεν προτράπηται. 

Read ὁπότ᾽ for ὅτ᾽ ἄν, as ὅπότε in the previous line with 
Dr. Monro (H. G. ὃ 289): also otpaydo for οὐρανόθεν. Wherever 
ἀπ᾽ οὐρανόθεν occurs (Θ 365, ® 199, μ 381) the next word begins 
with two consonants. The less extinct archaism was naturally 
preferred and preserved. Cf. 6 67 (Note). 

R26] ἀμφ᾽ αὐτῷ δὲ χοὴν χεόμην πᾶσιν νεκύεσσι, 
πρῶτα μελικρήτῳ, μετέπειτα δὲ ἡδέι οἴνῳ, 
τὸ τρίτον αὖθ᾽ ὕδατι" ἐπὶ δ᾽ ἄλφιτα λευκὰ πάλυνον. 
(= κ 518-20.) 
174 


BOOK XI d 26-43 


Premising that ἀμφ᾽ αὐτῷ δέ probably stands for ἀμφὶ δὲ τῷ 
ye we are faced by the abnormal scansion, or metrical licence of 
1. 28. Even those who are prepared to accept the hypothesis that 
the « of the dat. sing. may be regarded as ‘a doubtful vowel ’ 
must be a little surprised to find it with its supposed long 
quantity maintained before a word beginning with a vowel, so 
that -ἰ ἐπί forms a dactyl. Still this metrical freak is not 
without a little extraneous support. There is r 206 with its 
five repetitions, not a very convincing instance (v. Note on w 322) 
and the very peculiar version of Y 259 adopted as Aristarchean on 
the evidence of Didymus against all the MSS., an instance still less 
convincing, if anything. Dr. Leaf now reads σάκει ἤλασεν (1902). 

Now if no rational account can be suggested to explain the 
extraordinary phenomenon here presented, it is perhaps necessary 
to admit that we should have to stifle our doubts and accept the 
line as a verse. It seems to me however that a probable account 
of the origin of the tradition is still lacking, merely because no 
one has troubled himself to raise the question. I suggest that the 
lines once stood thus, epically unexceptionable, but with one form 
which in later times could not possibly be acquiesced in :— 

ἀμφὶ δὲ τῷ γε χοὴν χεόμην πᾶσιν νεκύεσσι, 

πρῶτα μελίκρητον, μετέπειτα δὲ ἡδέα οἶνον, 

τὸ τρίτον αὖθ᾽ up’ ἐπὶ δ᾽ ἄλφιτα λευκὰ πάλυνον. 
I submit that although μελιηδέα was received with acquiescence 
ἡδέα could not be tolerated, and to avoid this representative of 
ἡδύν, the expedient of introducing a possible dative was accepted 
as the lesser evil. Cf. εὐρύν and εὐρέα. 
X43] θεσπεσίῃ ἰαχῇ" ἐμὲ δὲ χλωρὸν δέος ἤρει. 

Perhaps ἠχῇ should be restored for ἰαχῇ, v. ε 392 (Note), and 
certainly εἷλε for ἦρε. The former change is confirmed and the 
latter required by A 633 :— 

ἠχῇ θεσπεσίῃ ἐμὲ δὲ χλωρὸν δέος ἤρει. 

The inconsistency and untrustworthiness of the tradition, for 
it is nothing less, may be similarly illustrated in the case of the 
verb by setting side by side :-— 

x 42 ὃὡς φάτο, τοὺς δ᾽ dpa πάντας ὑπὸ χλωρὸν δέος εἷλεν. 

w 450 ὡς φάτο, τοὺς δ᾽ ἄρα πάντας ὑπὸ χλωρὸν δέος ἤρει. 

In x 42 the MSS. are unanimous for the aor. and in w 450 almost 
unanimous for the imperf. 
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The same state of uncertainty exists in the Iliad, as 

witness :-— 

@77 θάμβησαν, καὶ πάντας ὑπὸ χλωρὸν δέος εἷλεν. 

H 479 σμερδαλέα κτυπέων' τοὺς δὲ χλωρὸν δέος ἤρει" 
So far as we can judge from La Roche, one MS. L has ype in Θ 77, 
but none give εἷλεν in H 479. In w 533 :— 

ὡς ddr’ ᾿Αθηναίη, τοὺς δὲ χλωρὸν δέος εἷλε" 
the aor. alone is supported by the tradition. So also in Hymn. 
Dem. 190, but the other examples of this ending χλωρὸν δέος have 
nee, H 479, A 43, 633, » 243, © 450, exeept P 67 αἱρεῖ. 

Then we have χόλος δέ μιν ἄγριος ἦρει (A 23, Θ 460, 6 ἐδ, 
δριμὺς χόλος αἱρεῖ (Σ 322), and ἵμερος αἱρεῖ (Τ' 446, A 89, E 328, 
Hymn. Apoll. 461, Hes.Op. 617, ἤρει Hymn. Herm. 422): on the 
other hand ἵμερος εἷλεν Hymn. Aphrod. 57. In this last place the 
aor. has probably been preserved, because this Hymn contains 
two instances of the same form of expression, which are effectually 
protected by the metre, I. ΟἹ and 1. 144 ᾿Αγχίσην δ᾽ ἔρος εἷλε, 
ἔπος τ᾽ ἔφατ᾽ ἔκ τ᾽ ὀνόμαζεν. 

The only possible conclusion on grounds of sense and metre 
is that the aorist is the genuine word, the imperfect and present 
mere intruders. 

The appropriateness of the aor. will hardly be questioned : 
there is perhaps some room for doubting whether aipéw was 
digammated. The positive evidence is limited to A 230, 275, 
B 329, K 235, and Σ 260: the negative evidence is of the sort 
illustrated above and may be safely regarded as of no weight. On 
the other hand the aor. ἑλεῖν, though some have said otherwise, 
clearly had no digamma for the author or authors of the Homeric 
poems. 

λ 527] οὐ γάρ πω ἐτέθαπτο ὑπὸ χθονὸς εὐρυοδείης" 

Possibly πως should be read here. The clear distinction 
between πω and πως may have been developed later, cf. οὕτω, 
οὕτως. The hiatus in the fourth foot, supposed to be legitimate 
by some, moved Cobet (Misc. Crit. p. 370) to suggest κατά in 
place of ὑπό. It is however not easy to see why so satisfactory 
a reading should have been so completely expelled from the 
tradition. The only variant is ἐπί in two MSS.GP. I believe 
we might account far better for the received reading if we 
supposed the earliest copies contained this reading without 
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omission of elided letters :— 

ἐτέθαπτο ὅ ye ὑπὸ χθονὸς --- 
This by the accidental omission of one o would become ἐτέθαπτό 
y in the later mode. Then the unintelligible ye would be igno- 
miniously expelled, without any one even suspecting that the true 
writing was with considerable consonantal change ;— 

ἐτέθαφθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ὑπὸ χθονός. 

Compare the Note on ᾧ 98, and also that on ᾧ 229, Soy 64, 
X 362, ¢ 122, 
X61] ἄσέ με δαίμονος αἶσα κακὴ καὶ ἀθέσφατος οἶνος" 

For ἄσέ με Nauck reads ἄασεε Van Leeuwen and da Costa 
wishing to save the pronoun—a most desirable object certainly» 
for it can hardly be spared—print δαίμονος dacé μ᾽ αἶσα κακή, 
which gives an impossible place to the enclitic. Now jin Homer 
we have aloa κακή and Διὸς αἶσα, but only here the combination 
δαίμονος αἷσα κακή. Note also that the line immediately preceding 
this, 1, 60, is omitted by the majority of the MSS. and disallowed 
by all editors :— Σ 

διογενὲς Λαερτιάδη, πολυμήχαν᾽ Ὀδυσσεῦ. 

From these facts the conclusion I reach is that the true 

reading of 1. 61 was:—. 
δαιμόνι᾽, ἄασέ μ᾽ αἶσα κακὴ καὶ ἀθέσφατος ὕπνος. 

ὕπνος is preserved by Stobaeus (v, Note on ἡ 143). δαιμόνιε 
contains a respectful rebuke, as in B 190, and is certainly 
appropriate to the circumstances, and finally the loss of the 
vocative amply accounts for the appearance of 1. 60. 
λ 66] νῦν δέ ce τῶν ὄπιθεν γουνάζομαι, οὐ παρεόντων, 

πρός τ᾽ ἀλόχου καὶ πατρός, ὅ σ᾽ ἔτρεφε τυτθὸν ἐόντα, 

Τηλεμάχου θ᾽, ὃν μοῦνον ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἔλειπες᾽ 
The conjecture οὗ ἐτῶν for τῶν I now abandon, It has little in 
its favour save a graphical plausibility. 

νῦν δέ σε σῶν ὄπιθεν 

is simpler and more probable. It is indeed noteworthy that 
σῶν ὄπιθεν should be Homerically and epically a possible ex- 
pression, whereas τῶν ὄπιθεν is not. Such however is the fact. 
λ ror} ov yap diw 

λήσειν ἐννοσίγαιον, ὅ τοι κότον ἔνθετο θυμῷ, 

χωόμενος ὅτι οἱ υἱὸν φίλον ἐξαλάωσας. 

In the first clause the pronoun σε cgn hardly be omitted, and 
ic Ἀ 1577" 
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the scansion of 1. 103 ( = ν 343) is certainly unsatisfactory. I 
would suggest :— 
οὐδέ σ᾽ ὀΐω 
λησέμεν ᾿Ἐννοσίγαιον, ὅ τοι κότον ἔνθετο θυμῷ, 
χωόμενός περ ὅ f° υἱὸν ἐὸν φίλον ἐξαλάωσας. 

The omission of ἐόν being caused by the desire to save the elision 
of the diphthong of for and the consequent disappearance of the 
whole word, the rest follows naturally enough. Let ὅ be glossed 
as ὅτι and the vulgate is reached. For οὐδέ σ᾽ ὀίω cf. Εἰ 284, 350, 
and © 727 where μὲν has superseded fF”. 
Δ 1057 ἐρυκακέειν. This abnormal aor. is probably not archaic at 
all, but merely the outcome of the application to ἐρύκω of the 
same principle of διέκτασις, or extension, which made δρᾶν into 
ὁράαν, ὁρῶ into ὁρόω, and here -ew into -éew. Read ἐρυκανέειν 
(ἐρυκανέμεν), cf. x 429. The present tense brings out the idea of 
duration in tho effort and is, so far, better than any aorist. So also 
v 313, y 144. 
λ 114] ὀψὲ κακῶς vetar, ὁλέσας ἄπο πάντας ἑταίρους 

νεῖαι represents either νέεαι, γνείεαι or νείσεαι, the future of 
véouat. <A satisfactory line as far as metre is concerned would 
be : — 

νείεαι ὀψὲ κακῶς, ὀλέσας dro πάντας ἑταίρους. 

So μ141. Compare Note one 534. 
λ 144] εἰπέ, ἄναξ, πῶς κέν με dvayvoin τὸν ἐόντα ; 

Cobet’s restoration of this line 

ὅππως κέ μ᾽ ἀναγνοίη 

fails, because the form ὅππως cannot be used with the first syllable 
in thesis. But it by no means follows that the verse, as it stands, 
is right. Along with the hiatus it bas a defect, which is patent 
to all, The sentence, How would she recognize that I am he? 
contains two pronouns, on each of which there is a pronounced 
emphasis, a reciprocal and equal stress, J and he. Now in the 
text we have the enclitic non-emphatic pe. What is required is 


undoubtedly ἐμέ. We have here probably enough no deliberate 


corruption, but merely the result of an inability to decipher what 
seems a mere confusion of letters. Suppose we have without 
omission of elided, or distinction of long and short, vowels 


ποςκεεγεεμεαναγνοιε 
x78 τ 
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it is easy to see that there might naturally enough be a failure to 
transcribe this into :— 
πῶς χ᾽ ἦ γ᾽ ἔμ’ ἀναγνοίη 
For the omission of the pronoun cf. ἃ 52 (Note). 
h 148] αἵματος ὦσσον μεν, ὁ δέ τοι νημερτὲς viper’ 

Here van Herwerden with the change of τοι to κεν adopts 
ἑνίσπῃ from a few MSS. A slight further alteration would give 
an unexceptionable line :— 

αἵματος ἄσσον ἱκέσθ᾽, ὁ δέ κεν νημερτὲς ἐνίσπῃ" 
Cf. © 44, Ἐ 247. 
λ 172] ἢ δολιχὴ νοῦσος, 7 ΓΆρτεμις loxéatpa —. 
Almost certainly with a moderate emphasis on the epithet :— 

ἢ δολιχή τις νοῦσος, ἢ Ἄρτεμις ἰοχέαιρα. Cf. 1. 200, ὃ 283 (Note). 
For a much stronger emphasis so given to an adjective v. 
A 108 :— 

ἐσθλὸν δ᾽ οὔτε τί πω εἶπας ἔπος —. 

λ 188] ἀγρῷ, οὐδὲ πόλινδε κατέρχεται" 

The last syllable οὗ ἀγρῷ is improperly long in thesis before 
a vowel. Read in conformity with usage, as illustrated by a 185, 
190, π 330, 383, x 475 

ἀγροῦ ἐπ᾽, οὐδὲ πόλινδε κατέρχεται. 
The feeling seems to have been adverse to ending a clause with 
@ preposition. Hence the preference given to the locatival dative 
here in spite of the metre. That the comma makes no difference 
is clear from H 192, a 209, &c. Cf. χ 386 (Note), also p 115. 
Ἃ 100] ἀλλ᾽ ὅ γε χεῖμα μὲν εὕδει ὅθι ὃμῶες ἐνὶ οἴκῳ, 

There can be no true appreciation of Homeric metre, as long 
as we vainly endeavour to explain on purely fanciful grounds -es 
évé here as a correct dactyl [v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 375 (3)]. Surely 
it is better to admit that occasionally time has created flaws anil 
defects which may or may not now be safely remedied, but 
certainly ought to be recognized as mere accidents. The cause of 
the damage here, however, is patent. The poet said :— 

ὅθι δμῶές F ἐνὶ Foikw 
δμῶες bears a certain slight emphasis (v. Note on a 37). Conse- 
quently the order is ὅθι δμῶές For evi οἴκῳ. The difference between 
this order and ὅθι For δμῶες is not more than a little stress on the 
word ‘bondmen’ in English or the expressive shrug of a French- 
man’s shoulders. 
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λ 1908] οὔτ᾽ ἔμε γ᾽ ἐν μεγάροισιν ἐύσκοπος ἰοχέαιρα —. (Ludwichj 

Read οὔτ᾽ ἔμ᾽ ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν. The MSS. give some intimation 
that this is the true reading, ovr ἐμὲν P, ἐνι Εἰ; but it is clear per 
se that the pronoun here should not be strongly emphasized, 
Perhaps indeed οὔτε μ᾽ évi would be even better, cf. 202, In any 
case cue γε must be disallowed both here and in 1, 406, where 
indeed it has been introduced by Ludwich, for ἐμέ γ᾽ on the 
authority of Voss (Hymn. Dem. 44). Also 1. 399 for ἠὲ σέ γ᾽ ἐν 
νήεσσι read ἠέ σ᾽ ἐνὶ νήεσσι. 

λ 208] ἔπτατ᾽. ἐμοὶ δ᾽ ἄχος ὀξὺ γενέσκετο κηρόθι μᾶλλον ---. 

Read κῆρ᾽ ἔτι μᾶλλον, v. Note on p 468. The unique 
yevéoxero conveys at least a hint that ἐγίγνετο would not scan 
here, as in N 86:— 

καί σφιν ἄχος κατὰ θυμὸν ἐγίγνετο δερκομέγοισι 
We may be quite sure the later Greeks would never have removed 
the latter for the former, any more than the English people of 
the Stuart period would have ousted Charles II to make way for 
his brother James. ες 

Those who believe in hiatus licitus and in final v before an 
open vowel should note this and similar cages. 

227] ὅσσαι ἀριστήων ἄλοχοι ἔσαν ἠδὲ θύγατρες. 

Read ἄλοχοί τ᾽ ἔσαν. | 
λ 249] τέξεις ἀγλαὰ τέκνα, ἐπεὶ οὐκ ἀποφώλιοι εὐναὶ ----. 

We are told that Aristarchus gave τέξεις, Zenodotus τέξεαι 
here. Ifso the dactyl is to be preferred. The canon that the 
middle is used only of the father or both parents (La Roche) is 
refuted by B 742, X 48, χ 324, and most decisively by T 98 :— 

ἤματι τῷ ὅτ᾽ ἔμελλε βίην Ἡρακληείην 
᾿Αλκμήνη τέξεσθαι ξυστεφάνῳ ἐνὶ Θήβῃ. 

Still this is of small moment in comparison with the curious 
notion that τέκνα, ἐπεὶ οὐκ should be scanned with a doubtful 
hiatus and a still more doubtful crasis. The ad plenum writing 
may indeed be, and probably is, more correct; but the only 
possible scansion is that represented by τέκν᾽, ἐπεὶ οὐκ. 

λ 2527 αὐτὰρ ἐγώ τοί εἶμι Ποσειδάων ἐνοσίχθων. 

Here Nauck would restore the metre by substituting rety for 
τοι. A more likely restoration would be to write ἐγώ γε for ἐγώ. 
Here the pronoun really requires the emphasis, which is needlessly 
given, as we have seen, in 1, 198. 
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λ 257] ναῖε πολύρρηνος, ὁ δ᾽ dp ἐν Πύλῳ ἡμαθόεντι. 
It may be permissible to suggest :-- 
πουλύρρηνος evar’, ὁ δ᾽ dp” ἐν Πύλῳ ἡμαθόεντι. 
Cf. Πουλυδάμας, πουλυβότειρα. 
λ 278] γημαμένη ᾧ ule ὁ δ᾽ ὃν πατέρ᾽ ἐξεναρίξας 
γῆμεν' 

The majority of the MSS. have υἱεῖ, which may be called the 
old or common reading of our editions. Several have vi. There 
is evidence for υἱῷ and also for παιδί: but υἷε conjectured by 
Hermann (Hymn. Apoll, 46) is now accepted by La Roche and 
Ludwich. It meets no difficulty, but merely introduces the 
doubtful grace of hiatus licitus into a passage already metrically 
unsound. There can, however, be little doubt that ὁ δ᾽ ὅν should 
be ὁ δὲ féy, in which case the ε of υἷε would be elided. But even 
so, the second foot is a peculiar spondee ; for -@ in thesis cannot 
properly remain long before a vowel, cf. X 188. Fick reads 
γημαμένη ἑῷ υἷ ὁ δὲ βὸν —. which makes the second foot a 
tribrach. Van Leeuwen and da Costa give :— 

γημαμένη ἑξῷ υἷι, ὃ [ὃν —, 
which is just a little more objectionable metrically than Fick’s 
proposal. FE submit with a slight transposition :— 
vide γημαμένη Fo, ὃ fov πατέρ᾽ ἐξεναρίξας ----. 
This gives a better emphasis on 6, and should be considered in 
connexion with the proposed emendation of ψ 169, v. Note on 
v 33 ff. 
h 288] τὴν πάντες μνώοντο περικτίται" οὐδέ τι Νηλεὺς 
τῷ ἐδίδου ὃς μὴ ἕλικας βόας εὑρυμετώπους ---- 

‘Yet in no wise did Neleus offer her to him who had not ----.᾽ 
This expression is hardly acceptable. Clearly it is not the 
definite pronoun τῷ that is needed here, but the indefinite 
enclitic τῴ = rwi. But it is certain that rw could not stand here, 
nor indeed is it at all necessary that it should. Its omission 
would make no difference. Possibly ἄνδρ᾽ ἐδίδου or ἀνδρὶ δίδου. 
That rq should first appear as an explanatory gloss is natural, 
and that it should finally get into the text in the form of τῷ is 
also quite a simple process. Compare a 292 καὶ ἀνέρι μητέρα 
δοῦναι (= B 223). Moreover the use of ἀνήρ for an indefinite 
individual is exceedingly common in Homer. Perhaps also for 
οὐδέ τι (Aristarchus), οὐδ᾽ dpa (Zenodotus) the original reading is 
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οὐδέ ὁ, which would fairly account for the appearance of the 
two variants. 


λ 2987 καὶ Λήδην εἶδον, τὴν Τυνδαρέου παράκοιτιν 
This passage, Il. 298-304, may or may not be a later 
addition; but this line though modernized is not necessarily to 
be rejected like 1. 304 must be. This last is plainly an attempt 
to make ἄλλοτε δ᾽ αὖτε grammatically complete, as Dr. Leaf 
has shown. Here τὴν Τυνδαρέου παράκοιτιν is a very natural 
modernism, say, of 4 TuvSapéov παράκοιτις with ἦν understood. 
In fact, if the introduction of the modern article had not been so 
facile and ready a method, doubtless we might have had ἦν or fer 
or even ἤην (Υ. ὦ 343) crowded into the following line. What 
is important to realize is that this line and 1. 304 stand 
on quite different planes. Here there probably was an 
archaic :— 
καὶ Λήδην ἰδόμην, ἣ Τυνδαρέου παράκοιτις, 
ἣ p ὑπὸ ---. 
In the other case we may be quite sure there was no archaic 
original at all, 


λ 3881 getvos δ᾽ αὖτ᾽ ἐμός ἐστι, ἕκαστος δ᾽ ἔμμορε τιμῆς. 

τῷ μὴ ἐπειγόμενοι ἀποπέμπετε μηδὲ τὰ δῶρα 

οὕτω χρηΐζοντι κολούετε. 
The meaning οὗ ἕκαστος δ᾽ ἔμμορε τιμῆς here cannot be said to 
be satisfactorily determined. Indeed the usual translation, 
‘each of you hath share in the honour,’ viz. of entertaining the 
stranger, seems to me quite impossible. There is nothing in 
Homer to indicate that the discharge of the duties of hospitality 
was ever looked upon as an honour conferred on the entertainer. 
To him it was necessarily, as Cicero in humorous mood would 
say, more of an onus than an honos, ef. p 382-6. Nor, even if 
the honour to the host be granted, is it abvious why the other 
guests should be sharers in the commodity. But something 
more than this questionable rendering of the present passage is 
required to make it at all credible that this idea of the presence 
of a distinguished guest reflecting honour on his host belongs 
to the primitive simplicity of the heroic age. It is rather the 
product of an artificial and conventional courtesy, developed 


under the mellowing influence of material progress, and forming 
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one of the distinctive elements of a later refinement and civili- 
zation. : 

Nitzsch, obviously shrinking from the sentimental politeness 
and conventional etiquette of the above view, proceeds to file 
down τιμή, till it means no more than ‘good part’, ‘ agreeable 
duty’, as we might say. To do him no injustice, his version 
is :—‘er ist nun mein Gastfreund, aber jeder von euch hat sein 
gutes Theil in ihm.’ This may possibly imply that Odysseus 
is a piece of valuable property, in which they all have a share; 
but how or why that should be, is a mystery not explained even 
by Nitzsch’s quotation of Hes. ΟΡ, 345 :-— 

ἔμμορέ τοι τιμῆς, Os τ᾽ ἔμμορε γείτονος ἐσθλοῦ ---- 
‘wo Hermann Werth iibersetat.’ 

Eustathius boldly makes the clause anticipate the concluding 

sentence in Arete’s speech :— 

πολλὰ yap ὕμμιν 
κτήματ᾽ ἑνὶ μεγάροισι θεῶν ἰότητι κέονται. 

so that it becomes equivalent to ‘each of you has got valuable 
assets’, ‘you are all men of property’, ἕκαστον τῶν ἀκροατῶν 
τιμῆς μοῖραν ἔχειν ἔν τε ἄλλοις καὶ ἐπὶ τῷ πλουτεῖν. This 
mistake is not quite reproduced in the scholion, μοῖραν ἔχει τὴν 
οὐσίαν, adore τιμᾶν δύνασθαι. The last clause saves the case. 
The writer may have been hesitating between ‘ property’ and 
‘honour’; but we may give him credit for intending to render:— 
‘each of you hath his share in the honouring of him.’ 

For my part I regard this last version as manifestly better 
than any of those already mentioned, and if it squared with the 
repetition of the clause in the well-known passage O 189 :— 

τρεῖς γάρ τ᾽ ἐκ Κρόνου εἰμὲν ἀδελφεοί, obs τέκετο ‘Péa, 

Ζεὺς καὶ ἐγώ, τρίτατος δ᾽ ᾿Αίδης, ἐνέροισι ἀνάσσων. 

τριχθὰ δὲ πάντα δέδαστο, ἕκαστος δ᾽ ἔμμορε τιμῆς. 
it might be regarded as entirely satisfactory. Unfortunately 
this is not so. There can be no possible doubt that the meaning 
of τιμή there is ‘royal prerogative’, as in A 278 Goins ἔμμορε 
τιμῆς, Z 193, ὦ 30, Hymn. Dem. 150. This is, I think, the true 
meaning in our passage 4180. ‘Each of you shares our royalty,’ 
‘our royal rank and prerogative.’ In other words, we are all 
βασιλῆες together. We, Alcinous and J, have no claim to be 


greater than the rest of you, as indeed Alcinous himself says, 
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θ 388, making the admiscion, exactly as Arete does here, an argu- 
ment for a generous treatment of his guest by his fellow kings :— 
ὁ ξεῖνος μάλα μοι δοκέει πεπνυμένος elvan 
ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε οἱ δῶμεν ξεινήιον, ὡς ἐπιεικές. 
δώδεκα γὰρ κατὰ δῆμον ἀριπρεπέες βασιλῆες 
ἀῤχοὶ κραίνουσι, τρισκαιδέκατος δ᾽ ἐγὼ αὐτός" 
There is moreover a singularly close parallelism between that 
speech of the king and this of Arete, the queen. 

The next clause τῷ μὴ ἐπειγόμενοι ἀποπέμπετε, ‘therefore 
send him not home in haste,’ has some bearing on this view I 
have advocated. It seems indeed highly probable that Kirchhoff ’s 
μιν for μή is right, the intrusion of μή being due to a ground- 
less fear lest ‘sending Odysseus home quickly’ should imply 
rather an inhospitable eagerness to be rid of him as soon as 
possible. Undoubtedly the alteration has left τῷ almost destitute 
of sense, whatever be our rendering of ἕκαστος δ᾽ ἔμμορε τιμῆς. 
‘Because you are kings, do not send him home quickly’ is only 
one whit less unsatisfactory than ‘because you are honoured by 
his company, do not’, &c., and both are capped in absurdity by 
‘ because you have plenty of money ’, &c. 

But the propriety of τῷ ‘therefore’ (cf. yap in θ 390) is 
plain enough if we understand the queen to speak to this 
effect :—Your prerogatives are equal to ours. You have a right 
to a voice in the matter of his treatment: therefore I ask you 
to comply with his request and give him conveyance home 
speedily. The Homeric received opinion is that the host fulfils 
his duty best by sending home (ἀποπέμπειν) those who appeal 
to him as guests and suppliants, and that with no undue delay, 
Observe how Aeolus takes credit to himself :— 

x 65 ἦ μέν σ᾽ ἐνδυκέως ἀπεπέμπομεν, 
and again the extent of whatisimplied inthe apologetic statement :— 
κ 73 οὐ γάρ μοι θέμις ἐστὶ κομιζέμεν οὐδ᾽ ἀποπέμπειν 
ἄνδρα τόν, ὅς κε θεοῖσιν ἀπέχθηται μακάρεσσι. 

Compare also Menelaus’ exposition of the whole duty of a 
host o 68-74. 

I cannot however feel any confidence in the genuine character 
of the glaring hiatus in ἐπειγόμενοι ἀποπέμπετε. I should 
venture to restore the metre by a slight change, thus :— 

τῷ μιν ἐπειγομένως ἀποπέμπετε 
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cf. ἐσσυμένως, ἐπισταμένως. The Greeks in fact always retained 
a number of similar adverbs from pres. and perf. participles, 
e.g. πρεπόντως, εἰωθότως. In two other passages this form 
ἐπειγομένως may be read with distinct advantage, viz. :— 

Z 388 ἡ μὲν δὴ πρὸς τεῖχος ἐπειγομένη ἀφικάνει, 

E 902 ὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ὀπὸς γάλα λευκὸν ἐπειγόμενος συνέπηξεν 
Palaeographically ἐπειγόμενος and ἐπειγομένως are identical, and 
not even hiatus licitus can be appealed to for the maintenance 
of ἐπειγομένη ἀφικάνει. So also in X 22 σενάμενος may have 
displaced an original ἐσσυμένως. 

We now come to μηδὲ τὰ δῶρα, for which van Herwerden’s 
μηδέ τι δῶρα, ‘nor in any wise stint your gifts,’ is doubtless 
correct. ra δῶρα is variously explained: (1) as ‘your previous 
gifts’, v. 0 439 f., or (2) as ‘the usual gifts’. The first is 
obviously erroneous; the second fails to recognize the fact that 
the usual gifts had already been given. Of course according to 
the prevalent style of destructive or disintegrating criticism this 
would ensure, or at least warrant, the rejection of the passage 
in Book VIII. Surely the most legitimate and reasonable con- 
clusion is, that ra δῶρα is merely a modernization of a very 
natural and simple character. 

An instance of a corruption of a somewhat different kind, 
springing from a different motive, may possibly be found in the 
lines which immediately precede our passage. We read thus :— 

Φαίηκες, πῶς ὕμμιν ἀνὴρ ὅδε φαίνεται εἶναι 

εἶδός τε μέγεθός τε ἰδὲ φρένας ἔνδον ἐΐσας ; 
I would suggest that the various and strenuous efforts to ex- 
plain ἐΐσας, as (1) ‘good’ és, (2) ‘ well-balanced’, (3) ‘com- 
mensurate with his physical endowments’, (4) ‘bright’, have 
been necessitated, only because a would-be improver thought 
that ἐΐσας was a more effective and graphic epithet, whatever 
the meaning might be (omne ignotum pro magnifico), than the 
simple and sufficient 

ἔνδον ἐούσας, 
which indeed is by no means otiose as a qualification of φρένας 
here-or where it recurs ¢ 178. On the other hand ἐΐσας being, 
as we are bound to assume, laudatory in its significance prac- 
tically begs the main question and makes the queen’s demand, 
-«-πῶς ὕμμιν ἀνὴρ ὅδε φαίνεται εἶναι ;—an idle and nugatory form. 
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λ 363] ὦ Ὀδυσεῦ, τὸ μὲν οὗ τί σ᾽ ἐΐσκομεν εἰσορόωντες 
ἠπεροπῆά τ᾽ ἔμεν καὶ ἐπίκλοπον, old τε πολλοὺς 
βόσκει γαῖα μέλαινα πολνσπερέας ἀνθρώπους 
ψεύδεά τ᾽ ἀρτύνοντας, ὅθεν κέ τις οὐδὲ ἴδοιτο" 

This passage has certainly suffered more than a little in 
transmission, We may note that τό in 1. 363 has no proper 
construction: that πολλούς in |. 364, for which Zenodotus read 
πολλά, is not altogether remote from πολυσπερέας in sense, and 
last but not least that re after ψεύδεα in |. 366 needs explana- 
tion. 

It seems to me that beside all this there is an unsuspected 
depravation or worse, which should first be got rid of before we 
can hope to make any successful attempt to restore the primitive 
form of these lines, Let me first provisionally eliminate the 
whole of 1, 365 :— 

βόσκει γαῖα μέλαινα πολυσπερέας ἀνθρώπους. 

Like most interpolations it has defects. There is an iambus 
in the fifth place—roAvowepéwy ἀνθρώπων in B 804, whence the 
words are borrowed, does not offend in this way—and though 
we make every allowance for the permanent epithet, yet the 
absurd irrelevance of the blackness of the earth and the wide 
dispersal of mankind to the question of the hero’s veracity is 
particularly conspicuous. 

Now if we turn to examine the usage of ἐπίκλοπος, we find 
that in two out of the three other instances of its occurrence 
X 281, d 397, v 291 

(1) ἀλλά τις ἀρτιεπὴς καὶ ἐπίκλοπος ἔπλεο μύθων, 
(2) ἢ τις θηητὴρ καὶ ἐπίκλοπος ἔπλετο τόξων. 
(3) κερδαλέος x’ εἴη καὶ ἐπίκλοπος, 

it is followed by a genitive, and it becomes highly probable 

here, as soon as |. 366 is brought into immediate sequence to 

l. 364, that ἐπίκλοπον ψευδέων like ἐπίκλοπος μύθων was in the 

mind of the poet, that in fact ψευδέων is to be understood from 

the following οἷα re—wevdéa, cf. 0 160 (Note), « 222-3. 

Now with a little correction of ψεύδεά τ᾽ dprivovras the 
passage might read thus ;— 

ὦ ᾿Οδυσεύς, οὐ μέν τί σε ἴσκομεν εἰσορόωντες 

ἠπεροπῆ᾽ ἔμεναι καὶ ἐπίκλοπον, οἷά τε πολλὰ 

pode ἐπαρτύνονσιν, ὅθεν κέ τις οὐδὲ ἴδοιτο" 
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Fhe encroachment of ro I trace to the desire to introduce the 
vocative without creating an hiatus. πολλά may of course have 
been πολλοί, but it is easy to understand ἠπεροπῆες καὶ ψευδέων 
ἐπίκλοποι 88 the subject ἴα ἐπάρτυνουσι, ‘they put upon us.’ The 
speech runs thus :—‘O Odysseus, verily in no wise do we fancy, 
as we look upon thee, that thou art a deceiver and a concocter 
of suoh lies, as travellera cap their tales with wholesale—tales 
of lands irrecoverably lost to sight.’ 

πολλοὺς — éxaprivovras would be closer to, and account 
better for, the tradition, but would involve a zeugma, ἴδμεν from 
ἴσκομεν — ἔμεναι, which it would perhaps be rash to assume. 
λ 401] ὖέ σ᾽ ἀνάρσιοι ἄνδρες ἐδηλήσαντ᾽ ἐπὶ χέρσου 

βοῦς περιταμνόμενον ἠδ᾽ οἰῶν πώεα καλά, 
He περὶ πτόλιος μαχεούμενον ἠδὲ γυναικῶν ; 

These lines reour in the concluding book of the poem with 
an important difference. The pronominal object after the 
principal verb is no longer singular but plural. We read 
accordingly :- 

ὦ 111 9 που ἀνάρσιοι ἄνδρες ἐδηλήσαντ᾽ ἐπὶ χέρσου 

βοῦς περιταμνομένους ἠδ᾽ οἰῶν πώεα καλά, 
ἠὲ περὶ πτόλιος μαχεούμενοι ἠδὲ γυναικῶν ; 
Metrically this latter passage has a distinct advantage, inas- 
much as the third foot in w 112 is an undeniable and unexcep- 
tional spondee, which is more than can be said of A 402, where 
the mysterious potency of ictus-lengthening has to come to the 
rescue. Bath passages exhibit the extraordinary participial 
form μαχεούμενος with however the notable difference that in 
λ it agrees with the object after ἐδηλήσαντο, but in ὦ with the 
subject to that verb. Hence Wolf, Kayser, and others would 
read μαχεούμενοι in ἃ also, the plural being supported there 
by one MS., Cod. Vratislaviensis 28. Obviously the reverse 
assimilation is debarred by the metre. It would be too much 
to say that the plural] γυναικῶν is more consistent with the plural 
participle: but the combination περιταμνόμενον--- μαχεούμενοι 
has this advantage; it makes the victim in each case the 
aggressor. It is noteworthy that in these two points the 
superiority rests with ὦ 68 against A, although we can well 
imagine how gratifying as a piece of evidence the converse 
would have been to many scholars headed by Aristarchus, who 
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have found much ἰό complain of in the two concluding books of 
the Odyssey. 


The form payeovpevos for μαχεόμενος is & remarkable, indeed — 


an astounding, linguistic development. That a presumed μαχε- 
dpevos may for metrical reasons become μαχειόμενος is strictly in 
accordance with other recognized and well-established analogies, 
6.8. ἀκειόμενος, νεικείω, πλείων, olvoBapeiwy, πενθείω, τελείεται, ὀκνείω, 
though it might probably be more desirable, as it is certainly 
possible, to regard payewpevos as the participle of a desiderative 
form μαχείομαι, ‘I am eager to fight.’ The solitary example of 
paxadpevos may here be fitly quoted :— 

ρ 411 ὁππότ᾽ ἀνὴρ περὶ οἷσι μαχειόμενος κτεάτεσσι 

βλήεται ἣ περὶ βουσὶν ἢ ἀργεννῇς ὀΐίεσσιν" 
Van Leeuwen and da Costa have, not without some violence, 
contrived to introduce this form into the two passages at present 
disfigured with payeovpevos, reading thus :— 

ἠὲ μαχειόμενοι πτόλιος πέρι ἠδὲ γυναικῶν. 

In this proposed rehabilitation I fear I must decline to accompany 
the ingenious authors. I confess I am not reconciled to the 
transposition of περὶ πτόλιος even by the superadded grace of 
hiatus licitus. It seems to me that περὶ πτόλιος is practically 
confirmed by the parallel :-— 

Σ 265 ἀλλὰ περὶ πτόλιός τε μαχήσεται ἠδὲ γυναικῶν. 
Furthermore this line directly suggests what is in all probability 
the true reading in our two passages :— 

ἠὲ περὶ πτόλιός τε μαχούμενοι ἠδὲ γυναικῶν. 

1 have adopted the form in -ovpevos, because the above 
‘mentioned Cod. Vrat. reads it; but two MSS. of the highest 
quality, Flor. Laur. 52 and Harl. 5674, have μαχεόμενον, which 
should not be lightly dismissed, as the crasis of -eo is easy, and yet 
the neglect of it would be likely to lead to the scansion represented 
by the vulgate payeovpevoy, certainly so after the removal of the 
little particle τε. 

We may also acknowledge this crasis by writing μαχεύμενοι on 
the analogy of πονεύμενον (A 374) &c. &c., 88 indeed Bothe proposed 
to do, conjecturing πτόλιός ye μαχεύμενον : but while the insertion 
of ye is evidently entirely gratuitous and unwarrantable, wrroAws 
τε---ἠδὲ γυναικῶν is quite as correct here as in Σ 265. Obviously 
the loss of re is due primarily to the preceding ἠέ, which very 
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naturally, but most unfortunately, caused the following ἠδέ to 
be changed to ἠέ, as indeed most MSS. have it written. After 
this depravation re has no foothold, and the metre makes the 
abnormal paxeovpevov a desperate necessity. 


Ἃ 422] αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ ποτὶ γαίῃ χεῖρας ἀείρων 
βάλλον ἀποθνήσκων περὶ φασγάνῳ" 


‘But for me, as I strove to raise my hands I dropped them 
to earth, as I lay dying pierced by the sword.’ This version 
has now apparently superseded the older rendering: ‘But I on 
the ground raising my hands tried to throw them round my sword, 
as I was dying.’ 

Two objections may be taken to the first rendering, which 
alone needs to be considered, as the other may be regarded as 
already refuted and quite untenable. There is only a loose 
analogy in favour of regarding χεῖρας ἀείρων as indicating a 
supplicatory gesture. If such had been intended, the usual χεῖρας 
ἀνασχών would give here χεῖρας ἀνίσχων, which would be unmis- 
takable. It happens moreover that χεῖρας deipw, where it actually 
occurs elsewhere, has an entirely different sense, It indicates 
a distinctly hostile attitude, as in Theocr. xxii. 65 :— 

els ἑνὶ χεῖρας ἄειρον ἐναντίος ἀνδρὶ καταστάς. 
Cf, Apoll. Rhod. 2. 14 f. 

The other objection is that βάλλω ποτὶ γαίῃ does not mean 
“I let drop on the ground’, but ‘I fling to the ground’, a very 
different action, and even granting the possibility of the former 
sense, still the use of the imperfect here, βάλλον, would be in- 
tolerable: only the aor. βάλον would serve to describe what from 
its very nature could not be a repeated action nor yet an incom- 
plete action. 

If the words are correctly transmitted, the only possible 
translation, though it is not without difficulties, seems to me to 
be this:—‘ But I uplifting my arms tried to strike down (the 
murderess) to the earth, though I was dying pierced by ἃ 
sword.’ 

He made a dying effort to save Cassandra, or rather to 
avenge her, by striking down Clytemnestra, It was of course 
ineffectual, and she, her work accomplished, turned away, νοσφί- 
σατο, and had not the grace to pay the ordinary attention to his 


dead body. But although no other view of the words as handed 
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down seems admissible, yet it must be admitted that this natural 
impulse to kill the murderess consorts ill with the following com- 
plaint that she hard-heartedly would not stay to close his dying eyes. 

I therefore suggest this alternative, that χεῖρας ἀείρων may be 
an error for χερσὶν ἀείρων (χείρεσ᾽ ἀείρων), an easy and not un- 
common corruption, v. ε 228 ff (Note). The words just before our 
passage are :— 

οἰκτροτάτην δ᾽ ἤκουσα Sra Πριάμοιο θυγατρός, 
Κασσάνδρης, τὴν κτεῖνε Κλνυταιμνήστρη δολόμητις 
ἀμφ᾽ ἐμ. 

Now it is clear from the words ἀμφ᾽ ἐμοί, which occupy a 
position of marked and unmistakable emphasis, that the dead 
body of Cassandra falls upon the expiring Agamemnon. My 
suggestion is that the words under discussion describe the effort 
made by the dying king to remove the encumbrance: ‘ But I tried 
to raise the body with my hands and throw it to the ground, 
though I was dying pierced by the sword.’ 

Since writing the above I have read in the Classical Review 
(May 1906) an interesting and ingenious suggestion by Miss R. E. 
White, to the effect that the action of Agamemnon is a form of 
calling up from the lower world the avenging Erinys, by beating 
the earth with the hands. In spite of the extensive learning and 
research with which the question of ἐπίσκηψις has been treated 
I cannot think that the poet meant to convey this idea in our 
passage. Still less can I think that Clytemnestra ran away 
because she fancied the Erinys was coming in answer to the 
summons. Moreover the objection I have taken to my own 
rendering of the vulgate tells equally against this view. 

λ 4327 οἴκαδ᾽ ἐλεύσεσθαι" ἡ δ᾽ ἔξοχα λυγρὰ livia —. 
Not improbably derived from an original :-- 
οἴκαδ᾽ ἐλεύσεσθ᾽ ἡ δὲ μέγ᾽ ἔξοχα λυγρὰ ἰδυῖα. 
The disappearance of μέγα is by no means surprising. We have 
μέγ᾽ ἔξοχος > 266, B 480, and o 227 :— 
ἀφνειὸς Πυλίοισι μέγ᾽ ἔξοχα δώματα ναίων 
where see Note. 
λ 484] πρὶν μὲν γάρ σε ζωὸν ἐτίομεν ἶσα θεοῖσιν 

Possibly instead of altering ἐτίομεν into ἔτιον (Bentley) con- 
trary to Wernicke’s canon, it would be better to read :— 

ἐτίομεν ἀθάνατον ὥς 
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Cf. ζ 309, and θεὸς ὡς riero δήμῳ (ξ 205), of σε θεὸν ὃς | τίσονυσ᾽ 
(I 302). But ἥματα πάντα (cf. Hymn. Aphr. 214) might put in 
a claim. 

Obviously in later times ἶσα θεοῖσιν would appear to possess a 
slight metrical advantage. If tov be right, the reading must be :— 
πρὶν μὲν yap ζωὸν riov σέ ye loa θεοῖσιν. 

Ἃ 4927 ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε μοι τοῦ παιδὸς ἀγαυοῦ μῦθον ἔνισπε 
It would be easy to read here ἀλλ᾽ dye δή μοι παιδός, as δή follows 
ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε with great frequency. But it seems to me rather more 
probable that the later Greeks found themselves faced by an 
elision they did not like and therefore wished to get rid of. They 
would hardly tolerate 

ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε μ᾽ αὐτίκα παιδὸς 
especially when written at full length ἀλλ᾽ dye μοι αὐτίκα. 

It is surely as futile here to explain τοῦ as ‘that noble’ as 

it would be to treat similarly τόν in the parallel line :— 
τ 535 ἀλλ᾽ dye μοι τὸν ὄνειρον ὑπόκριναι καὶ ἄκουσον. 
The same suggestion would apply there also. Compare T 322, 
where κ᾽ αὐτοῦ seems a satisfactory solution of κεν τοῦ, also π 149 
πρῶτόν κεν τοῦ πατρός, for which read πρῶτόν κ᾽ αὐτοῦ or, as van 
Leeuwen suggests, 
πρῶτά κεν αὐτοῦ —. 
Ἃ 5107 ἀλλ᾽ οἷον τὸν Τηλεφίδην κατενήρατο χαλκῷ —. 
We have only to turn to E 648 :--- 
ἀλλ᾽ οἷόν τινά φασι βίην Ἡρακληείην 
before which Dr. Monro with great probability suggests that the 
line (A 517) 
πάντας δ᾽ οὐκ ἂν ἐγὼ μυθήσομαι οὐδ᾽ ὀνομήνω, 
has dropped out, to see at once that the true reading here, as 
there, is :— 
ἀλλ᾽ οἷόν τινα Tyrefidqv —. 

Evidently τόν has been introduced from a mistaken idea that 
τινα reflected a slight disparagement upon the ‘hero Eurypylus, 
son of Telephus’, and that τόν was necessary to maintain his 
dignity and importance, cf. rod 1, 492. The truth is of course 
that τινα belongs closely to οἷον, and the combination may be 
complimentary, as here and in E 638, or the very reverse, as in 

ν 377 οἷον μέν τινα τοῦτον ἔχεις ἐπίμαστον ἀλήτην. 
So also ε 183 q. v., and compare E 5654 (Note in Journal of Philology 
xxiv. p. 276f.). | 
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λ 530] ὁ δέ με μάλα πόλλ᾽ ἱκέτευεν 
ἱππόθεν ἐξέμεναι, 

A flagrant interpolation and proved to be so by every 
possible test. The wiseacre who added these words evidently 
thought that the scene described by Odysseus occurred inside the 
Wooden Horse, and that there without the aid of candles, gas, 
or electric light Odysseus could observe changes of complexion, 
wiping of tears, handling of sword hilts, and the like, I say 
nothing of the trembling limbs, as this shaking might com- 
municate itself to the timbers of the structure, and so be as easily 
felt as seen; but imagine the idea of military discipline in an 
ambush of this character, where silence was absolutely essential 
to safety, let alone success, which finds it quite fitting that 
‘many entreaties’ should be addressed to the one in command | 
to let out an impatient and for the purpose in view utterly 
useless fire-eater. Except for the words quoted Odysseus 
describes simply what he noticed before the storming-party 
entered the horse at all, This he states plainly enough in 1. 523 | 
αὐτὰρ ὅτ' εἰς ἵππον κατεβαίνομεν, and if the interpolator, rhapsodist 
or whatever he was, had refrained from meddling, the story is 
reasonable and shows Neoptolemus in a favourable light. This 
however was not enough for our ingenious poetaster, who wished 
to make the hero so exceedingly brave that he has turned him by 
this one stroke into an insubordinate swashbuckler, and the whole 
scene into an impossible and ludicrous absurdity. 

The varieties of reading, ἱκέτευεν and ἐκέλευεν, ἐξέμεναι and 
ἐξίμεναι, seem to reflect a little uncertainty in the interpolator’s 
mind, as to how far he could stretch the valour of his champion. 

Is he to ask or to order his commanding officer? To do what? 
To go forth with his forces, or to send him out alone, which last 
as Didymus tells us is éugavrixwrepov? So it is undoubtedly. 

Lastly there is the false archaism ἱππόθεν which in itself is 
sufficient to betray the imposture; and if we look to the metre 
we find at once that the imported words, as usual, fail to keep 
the scansion perfect. They make the third foot of 1. 530 no longer 
a dactyl but atribrach. Some suspicion rests also on the validity 
of the fourth foot: μάλα gives position only in two other places. 

There are many interpolations in the Homeric poems, as 
every one must admit; but it would be hard to find one more 
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insensate and exemplary than the one here exposed with, I submit, 
no more severity than it deserves. 
Ἃ 5427 ἕστασαν ἀχνύμεναι, εἴροντο δὲ κήδε ἑκάστη. 

"Amaca for ἑκάστη Bentley: τεῖρον δέ τε κήδε ἑκάστην Naber, 
introducing an erroneous re, and leaving the most serious fault, 
the neglect of the f in βεκάστην, unaltered. Fick, with great 
ingenuity but no probability, proposes fetpoy θ᾽, 56 Fe «nde, 
ἑκάστη. 

The simplest restoration would be 

κῆδος δ᾽ ἐρέοντο ἑκάστη 
or εἴροντο as the MSS. give it, but the dactyl is after all a little 
better. The meaning is without much doubt ‘each (spirit) asked 
after its kindred’, κήδεα might possibly stand as — —, but the 
plural always seems to mean ‘troubles’. With the singular used 
collectively we may compare ὃ 300 ddos, v. Monro, H: 6. ὃ 170, 
and more particularly for the sense of ‘kinship’ we can refer to 
the expression in N 464 :— 
γαμβρῷ ἀμυνέμεναι, εἴ πέρ τί σε κῆδος ἱκάνει. (τοῦ γ᾽ εἴ τί oe) 

λ 5507] Αἴανθ', ὃς περὶ μὲν εἶδος, περὶ δ᾽ ἔργα τέτυκτο ---. 

Neither ἄλλα for ἔργα (Bentley) nor ἔπλετο ἔργα (Brandreth, 

Fick) is a good correction here. Read :— 
Aiav@, ὃς περὶ μὲν εἶδος καὶ ἔργα τέτυκτο. 
λ 5617] ἀλλ’ ἄγε δεῦρο, ἄναξ, ἵν᾿ ἔπος καὶ μῦθον ἀκούσῃς ---. 
This may have come from :— 

GAN’ dye δεῦρο, dy’, ὄφρα ἔπος καὶ μῦθον ἀκούσῃς —. 
The form ἄνα, voc. of ἄναξ, occurs in Homer only in addresses to 
divinities: but clearly this is merely accidental. We certainly 
have no reason to suppose it is an old usage which gradually 
became obsolete. 

It is quite easy to see that the supposed reading would 
almost inevitably be transformed into our traditional text. 

λ 5651 ἔνθα χ᾽ ὅμως προσέφη κεχολωμένος ἥ Kev ἐγὼ τόν" 

A strong objection is felt to ὅμως here = ‘nevertheless’, as 
un-epic. The epic ὁμῶς of most MSS, is inscrutable. Perhaps 
ἔνθα x’ ἔμ᾽ ὃς προσέφη —. Cf. ® 198 ἀλλὰ καὶ ὃς SefSouxe —, where 
three MSS. give the corruption ds. 7 
λ 571} ἥμενοι ἑσταότες re κατ᾽ εὐρυπυλὲς “Ados δῶ. 

Read κατ᾽ “Aidos εὑρνυπυλὲς δῶ, as also in Ψ 74. It may be 
hoticed that although there are several instances of δῶ used with 
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a four-syllabled adj. ὑψερεφές, χαλκοβατές, these are the only cases 
in which the adj. is separated from the noun by a dependent 
genitive. 
λ 580] Λητὼ γὰρ ἥλκησε, Διὸς κυδρὴν παράκοιτιν, 

Πυθώδ᾽ ἐρχομένην διὰ καλλιχόρον Πανοπῆος. 

These lines give the reason for the cruel punishment 
inflicted upon Tityus in the lower world. It will readily be 
granted me that the verb, ἥλκησε, is decidedly questionable, if 
only from the large number of variants, more or less important, — 
presented by the MSS. To establish this statement and for 
further use I transcribe from Ludwich (1889) “ἥλκησε XUK. 
Apollon. pron. 87, 28, Herodian. ii. 33. 4 et 87. 24, Eust.; A- 
G; yA- PD, cum yp Η"; ἤλγησεν F (ει et κυ superscripsit F*) ; 
ἥλκυσε HK; 7A- M (γλ- corr. M man. recent.); εἵλκησε Z; 
εἴλκησεν Ο; εἵλκυσε post correcturam HK, Heraclit. AHeg. 18, 
Macrob. l. ]., cum yp X; εἵλκυσεν superscripsit schol. M, Porph. 
l. 1.3 ἥλκωσε W, Tzetz. Alleg. Δ 129; FA- T; ἤσχυνε Sext. 
Emp. 407. 11.’ 

In the main the prevalent idea among those to whom we 
are indebted for our tradition seems to have been that the verb 
is connected with é\xw or some cognate form. In the next place, 
although the augmented first syllable of any of these would 
naturally be εἷλκ-, there is a distinct predominance of the 

᾿ illegitimate, or at any rate less legitimate, #Ax-. There is further- 
more a curious absence of the unaugmented ἕλκ-, which according 
to the conclusions of Prof. Platt concerning the augment in 
Homer would here have been most in accord with epic 
usage. 

I would also draw attention to two further peculiarities 
which should certainly be noted, firstly the seeming uncertainty 
as to whether the rough or smooth breathing is correct, and 
secondly the addition in one instance at least, though I am 
inclined to think the phenomenon (pace Ludwich) is far more 
extensive in its range, of an ε subscript to the initial 7. 

Perhaps a more directly suggestive point than any of the 
above, so far as any attempt to recover the true reading in this 
passage is concerned, is that although ydp is unanimously 
exhibited by the MSS., yet Porphyrius, Qu. ii. 334. 23, gives δέ 
as the reading. This I accept as a starting-point of some value 
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and suggest with confidence that the true and original form of the 
line is still recoverable :— 
Λητόα δ᾽ ἠείκισσε, Διὸς κυδρὴν παράκοιτιν. 

The reading Λητόα for Λητώ may pass without comment. 
My immediate purpose is to deal with yap ἥλκησε only. 

Nearly every point I have dwelt upon as peculiar in the 
readings of the MSS. leads to or countenances in some degree the 
above conjecture : ἠείκισσε elucidates the origin of the variation 
between ἡ- and «-, as well as the partial maintenance of the 
smooth breathing, though ἕλκω and its cognates rarely, if ever, 
fail to exhibit their proper aspiration. Then again 7- would be 
in later times the correct initial vowel of the aor. of αἰκζω. In 
Homer of course the verb is ἀεικίζω, i.e. dfaxifw. It is by no 
Means uncommon, Ὦ 22, 54, Il 545, T 26 &c.: but as might be 
expected from what has occurred in the present passage, there is 
no instance of the full preservation of an augmented form. In 
the only other line in which such a form ever existed, and might 
have had a chance of surviving, there has been a radical 
modernization :— 

π᾿ 290(=T 9) ἀλλὰ κατήκισται, ὅσσον πυρὸς ἵκετ᾽ ἀυτμή. 
not amounting, it is true, to so thorough a corruption as in our 
passage, but still a serious debasement of the archaic original. 
As I have elsewhere had occasion to observe, though van 
Herwerden was first in the field with the emendation, the 
line should run with the true antique form and improved 
rhythm :— 
ἀλλὰ κατηείκισται, ὅσον κτλ. 

As to the meaning of ἠείκισσε, clearly ‘maltreated’, 
‘assaulted,’ is quite equal, if not superior, to any ‘dragged’ or 
‘wounded’, which can be extracted from one or other of the 
traditional readings. 

To show the temptation—I might almost say the invitation 
—that would be offered by the supposed original to corruption, 
it may be well to place δὲ ἠείκισσε before the eye, as it would 
appear in the early uncial writing, in which elision was not 
recognized by any removal of the vowel and 7 had no other 
Sign than «. There is certainly a sort of provocative mystery 
about 
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which almost justifies a verdict of ‘ extenuating circumstances ’ for 
the tradition. 

Finally the substitution of γάρ for an original δέ is really 
a& common phenomenon in Homer. Quite a considerable number 
of instances might be given if needful; but in this case also 
mercy to the reader may be allowed to temper the claims of strict 
justice to the argument. 

λ 584] στεῦτο δὲ διψάων, πιέειν δ᾽ οὐκ εἶχεν ἑλέσθαι: 

This line belongs to the description of Tantalus in the lake, 
ἑσταότ᾽ ἐν λίμνῃ. The word oretro has been productive of 
much discussion. Hesychius tells us it means ‘he stood’, 
toraro. On the other hand Aristarchus defined στεῦτο meta- 
phorically, κατὰ διάνοιαν διωρίζετο καὶ οὐκ ἐπὶ τῆς τῶν ποδῶν 
στάσεως: στάσιν γὰρ ψυχῆς σημαίνει ἡ λέξις (Aristonicus) 
There is also an intermediate view, of which we may take 
Mer. Casaubon, whose words are frequently quoted with appro- 
bation, as the representative. He seems to think the sense 
is ‘he struck an attitude’, ‘stood on tiptoe with his mouth 
open,’ ‘hoc igitur vult poeta his verbis, eam fuisse Tantali seu 
in pedes erecti sive alio quocunque gestu, ut de pugilibus olim 
loqui soliti, προβολήν, ut ardentissimam sitim prae se ferret.’ 
I regard this as an ingenious, but somewhat unsuccessful, 
attempt to amalgamate the conflicting opinions of Hesychius 
and Aristarchus. Why should a man raise himself (in pedes 
erecti) to reach water he is standing in? It rests with us to 
decide between Hesychius and Aristarchus, and usage must 
guide the decision. In spite of Ameis-Hentze’s amusing 
‘gebarte sich als ein Durstender’, ‘he behaved as a thirsty 
man,’ it will never do to make Homer the corpus vile of this 
trimming eclecticism with whatever wealth of picturesque detail 
it may be adorned for our acceptance. 

We find our verb in the following passages :— 

B 597 στεῦτο yap εὐχόμενος νικησέμεν, 

Τ' 83 στεῦται γάρ τι ἔπος ἐρέειν κορυθαίολος Ἕκτωρ. 

E 832 ὃς πρῴην μὲν ἐμοίτε καὶ Ἥρῃ στεῦτ᾽ ἀγορεύων 
Τρωσὶ μαχήσεσθαι, ἀτὰρ ᾿Αργείοισιν ἀρήξειν, 

I 241 στεῦται γὰρ νηῶν ἀποκόψειν ἄκρα κόρυμβα ---. 

R191 στεῦτο γὰρ Ἡφαίστοιο wrap οἱἰσέμεν ἔντεα καλά. 

ᾧ 455 στεῦτο δ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ἀμφοτέρων ἀπολεψέμεν ovata χαλκῷ. 
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ρ 525 στεῦται δ᾽ Τδυσῆος ἀκοῦσαι 
ἀγχοῦ ---. : 

To be eager, enthusiastic, keen, sharp-set, to feel sure and to 
express this eager assurance, would satisfy the requirements of 
these passages, and Aristarchus, who derived his knowledge 
from a careful study of the text, is absolutely and entirely 
right. How does the employment of the verb in the present 
instance agree with the ordinary Homeric usage? There is 
one clear point of difference. Here oretro stands by itself 
without any dependent infinitive, such as is found in all the 
other instances. We may be told this is a proof that the 
whole passage is a late accretion, as indeed it may be: but 
this peculiarity of usage must not, I think, be pressed into 
service as evidence that it is so, and for this reason. If we 
look a little closer, we find orevro without an infinitive; but in 
the immediate sequence εἶχεν crops up encumbered with two. 
Moreover the latter clause is hardly Homeric. Of course it is 
possible to translate it with Dr. Merry, ‘ but he was not able to 
take anything to drink withal,’ or with Messrs. Butcher and 
Lang, ‘but he might not attain to the water to drink of it.’ 
But neither free colloquial modernism nor grace of antique 
phraseology can remove our misgivings. The objection is that 
an epexegetical infinitive, such as méew is here, would hardly 
stand first in a genuine Homeric sentence; its regular position 
is last, eg. A 8 ξυνέηκε μάχεσθαι, &c. Would it not then be 
better here to give each verb its infinitive and leave no 
anomaly? The change is mainly one of punctuation. Only 
a slight verbal alteration would be necessary :— 

orevro δὲ διψάων πιέειν, οὐδ᾽ εἶχεν ἑλέσθαι" 
‘He was eager in his thirst to drink, but was not able to reach 
the water.’ The clause στεῦτο δὲ διψάων mew exactly re- 
produces the construction of 
E 832 στεῦτ᾽ ἀγορεύων 
Τρωσὶ μαχήσεσθαι. 

The only possible objection of any weight or importance 
would be that πιέειν should be the future, and certainly usage, 
as may be seen above, is in favour of that tense. At the same 
time the aoristic sense of πιέειν does not seem altogether out 
of place here, ‘to get just one drink.’ Those who believe the 
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future indispensable, which I do not, may easily read πέεσθ᾽ 
(πίεσθαι); for assuredly the later Greeks would have sacrificed 
wieoO in favour of πιέειν without a qualm. An avoidable elision 
of -a: generally disappeared. Even in the line just mentioned :— 
E 833 Τρωσὶ μαχήσεσθαι, ἀτὰρ ᾿Αργείοισιν ἀρήξειν, 
the original was probably enough :— 
Τρώεσσιν μαχέσεσθ', ἀτὰρ κτλ. 
and the same form of remedy is equally applicable to the very 
similar ;— 
E 483 ἀνδρὶ μαχήσασθαι" ἀτὰρ οὔ τί μοι ἐνθάδε τοῖον ----. 
Read :— 
ἄνδρεσσιν μαχέσασθ᾽. 
I will add two more examples in illustration :--- 
σ᾽ 39 χερσὶ μαχέσσασθαι: ἀλλὰ ξυνελάσσομεν ὦκα. 
Read :— 
χείρεσσιν μαχέσασθ'. 
vy 112 ἄνδρες ἐσέρχονται, ἀλλ᾽ ἀθανάτων ὁδός ἐστιν. 
Read :- 
ἀνέρες εἰσέρχοντ᾽. 
Nor is this peculiarity confined to the penthemimeral caesura. 
I may adduce :— 
N 356 ... ἀλεξέμεναι ἀλέεινεν for ἀλεξέμεν ἐξαλέεινεν. 
ξ gt μνᾶσθαι οὐδὲ νέεσθαι... . for μνάεσθ᾽ οὐδέ. (So the 
Cambridge Homer 1892.) 
and if J may venture to take it that 

B 590 τίσασθαι Ἑλένης . . . is for éxricac?’ Ἑλένης. 

π 24 ὄψεσθαι ἐφάμην... for εἰσοψεσθ'᾽, ἐφάμην. 
there is not much evidence left for this particular hiatus. 

See also note on A 758 with proposed restoration, Journ. 
Phil. xxiv. p. 282 f. 

600] κατὰ δ᾽ ἱδρὼς 
ἔρρεεν ἐκ μελέων, κονίη δ᾽ ἐκ κρατὸς ὀρώρει. 

The explanation given of this remarkable expression, ‘ and 
dust rose from his head,’ that the dust really does not rise from 
his head but from the ground, and seems to come from his head, 
because he is bending his head to the ground, is too far fetched 
to be satisfactory. Simple facts are not misstated in this way in 
epic poetry. It may be impossible to restore with any certainty 
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the true reading here, but the following is at least physiologically 
correct and scarcely out of court palaeographically :— 
κατὰ δ᾽ ἱδρὼς 
ἔρρεεν ἐκ μελέων, ἄκρον δ᾽ ἐκ κρατὸς ὀρώρει. 
Otherwise we must in sheer desperation regard ἐκ κρατός as a wild 
corruption of something totally different, an adjective ἄλληκτος, 
ἄπλητος or adverbial phrase περί τ᾽ ἀμφί τ᾽, dud’ οὔασ᾽ or the like, 
a view I do not recommend. 
Ἃ 613] μὴ τεχνησάμενος μηδ᾽ ἄλλο τι τεχνήσαιτο 
ὃς κεῖνον τελαμῶνα ἕῃῇ ἐγκάτθετο τέχνῃ. 

For the interpretation of ]. 613 v. Note on ὃ 684 ad fin. 
Here I may remark that the usual defence for the repetition of the 
negative in § 684, the agitation and excitement of the speaker, 
cannot be urged. Furthermore the idea that τεχνησάμενος here 
= ‘ the designer ’, ὁ τεχνησάμενος in later Greek, is incompatible 
with the existence of 1. 614, which happens to mean the very 
same thing, and it is also quite impossible to get rid of the line 
by any athetesis, or ruling out, in as much as |. 613 could not 
stand alone. Whatever doubt may be entertained as to the 
genuine character of all this passage, the author of it must have 
included |. 614 in his criticism of the belt. Still he need hardly 
be credited with the unnatural and inane ἐῇ ἐγκάτθετο τέχνῃ. 
Possibly he wrote :— 

ὃς κεῖνον τελαμῶν᾽ ὀλοῇ ἐγκάτθετο τέχνῃ. 
Cf. ὁλοαὶ βουλαί. The change to ἑῇ would be suggested by the 
other passages in which ἐγκάτθετο appears (yp 223, Ἐ 219, 223), 
as soon as any doubt arose about ὀλοῇ. The dat. is best taken 
as instrumental, and not governed by the ἐν- of the verb as in the 
passages referred to. Certainly ἐγκάτθετο stands better alone 
here, as ‘ designed ’, ‘ constructed,’ if such a sense be possible. 

On the other hand the variant ds κείνῳ τελαμῶνι éqv ἐγκάτθετο 
τέχνην (H 2 man. Schol. 1. M. X Ludwich) suggests that the 
original may well have been :— 

ὃς κείνῳ τελαμῶν᾽ ὀλοὴν ἐγκάτθετο τέχνην 
‘who in that baldrick concentred his weird skill ’. 

This accounts best for the disappearance of the adjective, 
and gives a meaning that exactly suits the preceding line, 

‘May he never have designed, may he never design such another.’ 
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λ 623} οὐ γὰρ ἔτ᾽ ἄλλον 
φράζετο τοῦδέ τί μοι χαλεπώτερον εἶναι ἄεθλον. 

Here again the tradition does injustice to even the supposed 
interpolator. Not only is τοῦδέ τί μοι (La Roche, Ludwich) or 
τοῦ δέ γέ μοι (Ameis-Hentze, Merry) epically impossible in this 
position; but φράζετο εἶναι ‘he thought that there was’ is quite 
beyond toleration. We have φραζέσθω νήεσσιν ἀλεξέμεναι ---- πῦρ 
(I 347) and φράζεσθε σαωσέμεν ἡνιοχῆα (T 401), which clearly 
afford no countenance to the expression here. Restore to εἶναι 
its lost aspirate, and the reading becomes clear enough :— 

φράζετο τοῦ γ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἐμοὶ κρατερώτερον εἶναι ἄεθλον. 
‘he devised — to inflict upon me,’ just as we have r 576, where 
however the verb and the noun seem to have changed places :— 
vov δὲ μνηστήρεσσιν ἄεθλον τοῦτον ἐφήσω. 


BOOK XII (p). 


p16] ἡμεῖς μὲν τὰ ἕκαστα διείπομεν" 

So also A 706. In both passages the article is quite 
needless. There seem to be two other examples of τὰ 
ἕκαστα :— 

μ᾽ 165 ἢ τοι ἐγὼ τὰ ἕκαστα λέγων ἑτάροισι πίφαυσκον" 

ἔ 375 ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν τὰ ἕκαστα παρήμενοι ἐξερέουσιν ---. 
Against these four we have to set twenty-five instances οὗ ἕκαστα 
neut. plur. without article in the Odyssey alone. 

Next, it would be quite easy to adduce between forty and 
fifty examples of μέν ῥα, such as :— 

B 1 ἄλλοι μέν ῥα θεοὶ --- (= Ὡ 677). 

α 12] ἔγχος μέν p ἔστησε ---. 

π 336 κῆρυξ μέν ῥα μέσῃσι —. 
It surely becomes clear that in three out of the four cases of τὰ 
ἕκαστα the true reading is μέν ῥα ἕκαστα, and as we cannot well 
leave » 165 in solitary error, it would be better to substitute 
there also 

ἐγώ γε ἕκαστα. 

In μ 165 there is another more important word, which 
seems unlikely to be correct, to wit, λέγων used in the later 
sense of ‘speaking’, not in the epic sense of ‘reckoning’, 
‘enumerating.’ Possibly the letters have been wrongly appor- 
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tioned here. I suggest as a possible and more satisfactory 
division :— 

ἦ τοι ἐγώ ye ἕκαστ᾽ ἀλέγων ἑτάροισι πίφαυσκον 
ἀλέγων would be quite suitable here, as meaning ‘carefully’, 
‘heedfully,’ cf. I 504 ἀλέγουσι κιοῦσαι. 

So again € 375 should certainly be read with the first two 

words as one :— 
ἄλλοι μέν pa ἕκαστα παρήμενοι ἐξερέουσιν 
Eumaeus is contrasting his own behaviour with that of 
‘ others’ similarly placed, he proceeds 1. 378 ἀλλ᾽ ἐμοὶ οὐ φίλον 
ἐστί ---. " 
» 42] τῷ δ᾽ ov τι γυνὴ καὶ νήπια τέκνα 
οἴκαδε νοστήσαντι παρίσταται οὐδὲ γάνυνται, 

The unfortunate singular παρίσταται is hardly a corruption 
of παρίστανται (Kayser, Ameis) ; neither is it to be defended as 
referring to the wife alone. Such a distinction would be 
meaningless. It is rather a misreading of παριστάαται written, as 
usual, without mark of elision. As a compromise παρίστανται is 
acceptable enough. Indeed πεπείρανται 1. 37 is probably 88 
instance in point, representing πεπειράαται. 

μ 57} ὁπποτέρη δή τοι ὁδὸς ἔσσεται, 

Bekker has here suggested ὁπποτέρῃ (cf. 69 κείνῃ), a step in 
the right direction, but the hiatus after the enclitic roc calls for 
remedy, The original may have stood thus :— 

ὁπποτέρηφιν δή θ᾽ ὁδὸς ἔσσεται 
Cf. ἠνορέηφι, ἀναγκαίηφι, ἀγλαΐηφι, κεφαλῆφιν, ἑτέρηφι, δεξιτερῆφι. 
The later Greeks lost their ability to recognize ro in θ᾽, and 
therefore could not preserve the line intact. 
p 91] ἐν δὲ τρίστοιχοι ὀδόντες 
The adverb τριστοιχί (K 473) is probably the true reading. 
p 981 τῇ δ᾽ οὔ πώ ποτε ναῦται ἀκήριοι εὐχετόωνται 
παρφυγέειν σὺν νηΐ" 
ψΨ 328 Σξκύλλην θ᾽ ἣν οὔ πώ ποτ᾽ ἀκήριοι ἄνδρες ἄλυξαν. 

In these two quotations, both referring to the monster 
Scylla, we have the adjective ἀκήριοε used in the exceptional 
sense of ‘unharmed ’, ‘scatheless.’ So at least we are told by 
the authorities, and it is patent that the ordinary meaning of 
ἀκήριος, ‘with no heart for anything,’ ‘dispirited,’ is precisely 
the most unsuitable idea that could be imported into either 
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sentence. All the same this last is certainly the proper 
and distinctive sense of ἀκήριος, as the following passages 
bear witness :— 

E 812 ἦ νύ σέ που δέος ἴσχει ἀκήριον" 

817 ovre τί με δέος ἴσχει ἀκήριον οὔτε τις ὄκνος, 

Ν 224 οὔτε τινὰ δέος ἴσχει ἀκήριον, 

H 100 ἥμενοι αὖθι ἕκαστοι ἀκήριοι, ἀκλεὲς αὕτως" 

A 392 ὀξὺ βέλος πέλεται, καὶ ἀκήριον αἶψα τίθησι. 

ᾧ 466 ἄλλοτε δὲ φθινύθουσιν ἀκήριοι. 

While it is clear enough that ἀκήριος, ‘spiritless’ or-even 
‘lifeless’, as in the last instance but one, and possibly in the 
last, is formed from «yp ‘heart’, the prevalent theory with 
regard to ἀκήριος in the supposed abnormal sense of ‘ uninjured ’, 
‘unhurt,’ is that it comes from «jp. This I hold to be a mani- 
fest error. There is nothing whatever to justify the belief that 
xyp has any other meaning in Homer than ‘fate’, and in a 
more definite and limited sense, ‘death.’ In saying this I 
- am not forgetful of Q 82, where πῆμα is indeed a variant, but by 
no means indispensable either in form or sense. Consequently 
ἀκήριος, assuming the possibility of the duplicate from «yp, could 
never have meant for Homer merely ‘uninjured’, as has been 
quictly taken for granted. I believe I am fully justified in 
saying that this word in the two passages is nothing but 
a careless and ignorant corruption or rather confusion, such as 
the later Greeks, the uncritical custodians of the Homeric poems, 
so often allowed to pass unchallenged. Read in both cases :— 


ἀκήρατοι 
a word that still happily survives in the following places :— 
O 497 ἀλλ᾽ ἄλοχός τε ody καὶ παῖδες ὀπίσσω, 


καὶ οἶκος καὶ κλῆρος ἀκήρατος, 
ρ 532 αὐτῶν μὲν γὰρ κτήματ᾽ ἀκήρατα Keir’ ἐνὶ οἴκῳ, 
QD 303 χερσὶν ὕδωρ ἐπιχεῦαι ἀκήρατον" 

We have in our texts, even in that of Allen and Sikes 
(1904), Hymn. Herm. 530 (ῥά βδον)---» ἀκήριον 7 σε φνλάξει, but the 
great majority of the MSS. the Fam. Par. and L have ἀκήραον, which 
is quite as near the genuine ἀκήρατον as it is to the present 
vulgate. 

This adjective is apparently connected with the Aeschylean 
verb xypaivw, ‘to injure’ (Eum. 128, Supp. 999). To refer 
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it to κεράννυμι, as some do for 2 303, is on the face of it 
impossible. Even ἀκηράσιον (οἶνον) in « 205 is clearly nothing 
but ‘undamaged’, ‘sound’ wine. The whole description is a 
protest against the usual translation, ‘ unmingled,’ ‘ undiluted.’ 
Of course it was ‘unwatered’. But no one intent on setting 
forth the unrivalled potency of a wine would begin with such 
a superfluous statement. 
μ 108] ἀλλὰ μάλα Σκύλλης σκοπέλῳ πεπλημένος ὦκα 

νῆα παρεξελάαν 

The form πεπλημένος (πεπλήμενος Rost) has no valid support, 
and probably represents προσπλήμενος, cf. πλῆτο (Ἐ 438), ἔπληντ᾽ 
(A 449, Θ 63), πλῆντο (ΞΞ 468). The compound verb is better 
here, as appears from :— 

ι 285 ἄκρῃ προσπελάσας (νῆα), M 285, A 583, 
and perhaps from :— 

ν 95 τῆμος δὴ νήσῳ προσεκίλνατο ποντοπόρος νηῦς. 
μ΄ 118} εἴ πως τὴν ὀλοὴν μὲν ὑπεκπροφύγοιμι “Χάρυβδιν, 

τὴν δέ κ᾽ ἀμνναίμην, ὅτε μοι σίνοιτό γ᾽ ἑταίρους. 

No argument or array of passages is needed to show that 
τὴν ὀλοήν is not primitive, cf. Note on ε 55, pp. 65-7. The 
original form of the clause is fortunately discernible enough from 
the words immediately following. That we should have two verbs 
after ε ἴπως, the former ὑπεκπροφύγοιμι without xe and the latter 
ἀμνυναίμην with κε, is not only irrational in itself, but in Homer 
lacks the thread of support from little eccentricities of usage 
which later Greek might furmish. Now if xe had been found 
with ὑπεκπροφύγοιμι, we might undoubtedly have been satisfied 
to supply it in thought to ἀμυναίμην ; but not reversely. We may 
surely restore without much fear of error :— 

εἴ κέν πως ὀλοὴν μὲν ὑπεκπροφύγοιμι Χάρυβδιν" 

There is indeed one other passage in which the obnoxious 
combination τὴν éAonv reappears :— 

μ 428 ὄφρ᾽ ἔτι τὴν ὀλοὴν ἀναμετρήσαιμι Χάρυβδιν. 

In this case there is nothing to show what τὴν has super- 
seded. Still it would be little below the height of foolishness 
to argue that an emendation visibly indicated in one passage 
should be set aside and refused admission, because the same 
fault in another place cannot be removed with similar assurance 
of correctness. Duly recognizing however the inevitable lack 
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of cogent force to drive home the suggestion, we may never- 

theless find a possible remedy by borrowing πὼς from our 

passage, p 113 :— | 
opp ἔτι πως ὀλοήν. 

Other solutions may, however, be devised such as ὄφρ᾽ ἔτ᾽ ἐγώ 
γ᾽ ὀλοήν, &e. 

It would scarcely be right to pass over unnoticed the fact 
that, while ai (εἴ) κέν πως (ἦν πωφ) with subjunctive and εἴ was 
with optative occur with tolerable frequency, there is no extant 
example of εἴ κέν πως with the optative save this εἴ rws—«x 
ἀμυναίμην, which is somewhat hidden from view by the inter- 
vening words. Obviously however the presence of πως makes no 
material difference, and the case is the same as that of εἴ κεν with 
optative, which must be recognized as Homeric, though scholars 
have been tempted to suggest in some instances that ye should be 
read in place of xe, v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 313. We find εἴ πως with 
optative N 807, H 163, P 104, Y 464, X 196, ὃ 388, ¢« 317, κ 147, 
x 91. With the exception above named no instance of εἴ κέν 
πως With this mood has come down to us in the text of Homer, 
but there is one passage from which an original κεν has almost 
certainly been ejected :— 

£ 460 ef πώς οἱ ἐκδὺς χλαῖναν πόροι. 

The metre urgently requires and the sense readily admits the 

restoration :— 
εἴ κέν πώς F? ἐκδὺς χλαῖναν πόροι. 

Compare also 118, A 792, and the Note on κ 269. 

On » 114 it is worth remark that σίνοιτό »’—there is no 
room for any special emphasis on the verb here—exhibits a 
peculiar and perilous use of ye. It is little more than a mere 
metrical stop-gap. Save for the rule of modal attraction, which 
is not always operative, cf. y 320, the subjunctive would be 
regular. I suggest then that ὅτε μοι σίνηται was the original. 
May not the optative with its weak appendage be the outcome 
of a laudable but disastrous feeling, that Homer ought not to 
be allowed to lack any of the elegancies of expression in vogue 
from time to time, especially one which could be foisted in by 
the addition of such an ‘ unconsidered trifle’ as ye? 
pp 120] οὐδέ ris ἐστ᾽ ἀλκή: φυγέειν κάρτιστον ἀπ᾽ αὐτῆς. 

The remarkable oxymoron is rather a doubtful phenomenon ; 
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but ἀπ᾽’ αὐτῆς may be unhesitatingly condemned, as a weak 
modernization, perhaps of ἀποπρό. 

Nearer to the tradition would be ὑπὲκ τῆς, for which 
compare :— 

O 700 οὐκ ἔφασαν φεύξεσθαι ὑπὲκ κακόυ, 
P 461 ῥέα μὲν γὰρ φεύγεσκεν ὑπὲκ Τρώων ὀρυμαγδοῦ. 
There is no instance elsewhere in Homer οὗ φεύγω ἀπό. 

The disappearance of the pronominal article is natural 
enough. A probable instance may be found in 1. 130, where 
γόνος δ᾽ οὐ γίγνεται αὐτῶν would readily come from the less 
acceptable, because more archaic, 

γόνος δ᾽ οὐ γίγνεται ἐκ τῶν (cf. x 350). 
p 1407 νηί re καὶ ἑτάροις" αὐτὸς δ᾽ εἴ πέρ κεν ἀλύξῃς —. 

This line occurs in a passage Il. 137-141 repeated verbatim 
from ἃ 110-4, where the words are put in the mouth of Teiresias 
and addressed, as here by Circe, to Odysseus. 

Again the opening words of this particular line occur in A 161 
with a very slight variation :— 

νηΐ τε καὶ ἑτάροισι πολὺν χρόνον ; οὐδέ πω ἦλθες ---. 
This last line together with the one that follows it, was however 
rejected by Aristophanes with good reason. There is some 
justification therefore for considering » 140 and its repetition 
λ 113 on their merits apart entirely from A 161. 

That this prophecy should be made twice over to Odysseus 
would hardly be regarded as objectionable in any degree by the 
hearers of the poet. The warning is only made more impressive 
by coming from two competent independent sources. Therefore 
we may without further doubt proceed to examine the nature of 
the warning as given in the two passages. ‘If the sheep and 
oxen be injured by you,’ say the seer and the goddess, ‘then I give 
you warning of destruction’ 

τότε τοι τεκμαίρομ᾽ ὄλεθρον, 
and our line follows to tell upon whom the destruction is to fall, 
‘upon thy ship and thy comrades.’ But why upon the ship? 
There is no particular reason for bringing in the ship at all. 
Here I think lies the error of our text. Two possible results 
are clearly indicated, if the cattle were hurt. Such misconduct 
would either (1) be fatal both to the hero himself and to his men, 
or (2) in the alternative, if not to himself personally yet certainly 
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to all his comrades, and even if Odysseus escaped with his life, 
his return home would be indefinitely delayed, and when finally 
attained less favourable circumstances would be found prevailing 
there. The words, αὐτὸς δ᾽ εἴ πέρ κεν ἀλύξῃς, show clearly that 
his own life would be in danger, as well as that of his companions. 
They show it now inferentially, but I am inclined to think that 
originally the statement was explicit and direct :— 
τότε Tot τεκμαίρομ᾽ ὄλεθρον 
αὐτῷ τ᾽ ἠδ᾽ ἑτάροις' αὐτὸς δ᾽ εἴ πέρ κεν ἀλύξῃς, ---- 

After the interpolation of A 160-1, assuming of course that 
Aristophanes was right in his athetesis, it would clearly serve 
the stability of the new lines that the opening of X 113 and μ 140 
should be assimilated to that of X 161 in every particular. Hence, 
I suggest, the encroachment of νηί with damage to the metre and 
the loss of the emphatic αὐτῷ. 

The mere metrical defect may be remedied by νηί re σύν θ᾽ 
ἑτάροις (Doederlein) or νηί θ᾽ ἑταίροισίν + (Hoffman) and in other 
ways also; but such corrections entirely fail to account for the 
vulgate, and therefore lack an essential condition of probability. 
μ154} ὦ φίλοι, οὐ γὰρ χρὴ ἕνα ἴδμεναι οὐδὲ δύ᾽ οἵους ---. 

The acc. usually precedes χρή, and the metre requires that it 
should do so here. Read accordingly :— 

ὦ φίλοι, od yap ἕνα χρὴ ἴδμεναι οὐδὲ δύ᾽ olovs. 
Compare y 14 Τηλέμαχ᾽, οὐ μέν σε χρὴ ἔτ᾽ αἰδοῦς οὐδ᾽ ἠβαιόν" also 
for ἕνα similarly treated :— 
ν 15 τισόμεθ᾽" ἀργαλέον yap ἕνα προικὸς χαρίσασθαι. 
Ο 511 βέλτερον ἣ ἀπολέσθαι ἕνα χρόνον ἠὲ βιῶναι. 
μ 177} ἐξείης δ᾽ ἑτάροισιν ἐπ᾿ οὔατα πᾶσιν ἄλειψα. 

One good MS., Venetus Marcianus 647, has οὔασι here, which 
would bring the construction into harmony with :— 

jp 200 ὅν σφιν ἐπ᾽ ὠσὶν ἄλειψ᾽, ἐμέ τ᾽ ἐκ δεσμῶν ἀνέλυσαν---- 
where Knight proposed οὔασ᾽, leaving the grammar unaltered. 
There remains however one other example of ἐπαλείφω, which 
must be taken into account :— 

μὶ 47 ἀλλὰ παρεξελάαν, ἐπὶ δ᾽ ovar’ ἀλεῦψαι ἑταίρων 
κηρὸν δεψήσας μελιηδα. 

This question of the grammatical construction is well worth 
consideration. The dictum in Ameis-Hentze that ἐπί is a 
preposition in μ᾽ 200, but belongs to the verb in the other 
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two passages, affords no relief whatever, as I shall show. 
Indeed the converse statement would perhaps be more difficult 
to disprove. 

Now the simple verb ἀλείφω is fairly common and its con- 
struction undisputed :— 


Σ 350 λόεσάν re καὶ ἤλευψαν λίπ᾽ ἐλαίῳ. 
Ἐ 118 τῷ δ᾽ ἦ γε χρόα καλὸν ἀλειψαμένη, 
but the compound verb ἐπαλείφω, just like προσαλείφω, which 
appears :— 
K 392 ἐρχομένη προσάλειφε ἑκάστῳ φάρμακον ἄλλο, 

would naturally and necessarily take, as in μ 200, an accusative 
of the unguent or material employed and a dative of that to which 
it is applied. We may compare the similar difference existing 
between the use οὗ βάλλω :-— 

H 266 τῷ βάλεν Αἴαντος δεινὸν odxos —. 
and of ἐπιβάλλω :— 

ὃ 440 βάλεν δ᾽ ἐπὶ δέρμα ἑκάστῳ. 
The addition of νώτοισι to this last would make the parallel with 
y. 200 absolutely complete. But the case in favour of the con- 
struction given in » 200 and against that in μ᾽ 177 is even 
stronger than this. It is backed by the analogous usage of a 
host of verbs compounded with ἐπί, e. g. ἐπιτίθημι, ἐφίημι, ἐπάγω, 
ἐπιπάσσω, ἐπιτανύω, ἐπιχάέω. Examples need hardly be adduced 
here. They are accessible to everybody. 
There are, I believe, only two apparent exceptions :— 
2 361 δὴ yap καὶ ἐπὶ κνέφας ἤλυθε γαῖαν. 
ε 175 τὸ δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ νῆες ἔϊσαι 
ὠκύποροι περόωσιν, 
τό in the last instance referring to μέγα λαῖτμα θαλάσσης. No 
one will pretend that these two afford the least countenance 
to the construction in μ 177. In them the accusatives follow 
intransitive verbs of motion and denote a large and extended 
space, such an extension as cannot possibly be compared to that 
belonging to the ears of the men of Odysseus, even though un- 
charitably and unwarrantably we should endow them one and 
all with the ‘large fair ears’ of the ‘translated’ Bully Bottom 
himself. | 
It appears then that G. Curtius’s οὔατ᾽ (οὔατα) for the vulgate 
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ὠσίν in 1. 200 is a step in the wrong direction, welcomed though it 
has been by Hinrichs, Cauer and the Leyden editors van Leeuwen 
and da Costa, who refrain however from following Curtius in 
changing ὅν to » Much more worthy of acceptance is Knight’s 
οὔασ᾽, approved by Nauck and Kirchhoff. 

It follows also that in μ 177 οὔατα cannot be right, though 
it is not necessary to extend the condemnation to ovar’ in μ 47 ; 
for obviously ovar’ may stand in Homer for οὔατι just as easily 
as for ovara, although the later Greeks did not like to make the 
acknowledgement. Hence I would read :— 

177 ἑξείης δ᾽ ἑτάροισιν ἐπ᾿ ovate πᾶσιν ἄλειψα. 
The change is of the slightest. Even in μ 200 the same form οὔατ᾽ 
(ovart) may be correct, as ὠσίν is obviously a modernization. 

The use of the singular ovar: in these passages does not 
constitute a difficulty, although it may have helped to bring 
about the received debasements, precisely as in 7 539, where 
our received text runs :— 

πᾶσι κατ᾽ αὐχένας Age 
though every scholar knows that the original must have been :— 
πᾶσι κατ᾽ αὐχέν᾽ ἔαξε 
αὐχέν᾽ ἔηξεν [ἔαξε cod. V} Herodian. This passage is addition- 
ally interesting, because it exhibits the very πᾶσι(ν) of μ 177. 
But this use of the singular in a distributive sense is fairly 
frequent in Homer, cf. μ 332(= ὃ 369) ἔτειρε δὲ γαστέρα λιμός. 
5 300 Sdos μετὰ χερσὶν ἔχουσαι. v. Monro, H. G.§ 170 for other 
examples, 
p 185] νῆα κατάστησον, iva νωιτέρην ox ἀκούσῃς. 

An undoubted metrical improvement could be secured in this 

line by transposing iva and dra :— 
νῆα κατάστησον, Ora νωιτέρην ἵν᾿ ἀκούσῃς. 

It is true the next line but one ends with om ἀκοῦσαι, but 
this is quite as much in favour of, as against, the suggested 
arrangement. The position assigned to the conjunction giving 
emphasis to the noun and adjective may be supported not 
only by the well-known instances of single words so emphasized 

A 32 ἀλλ᾽ ἴθι, μή μ᾽ ἐρέθιζε, cawrepos ὥς κε νέηαι. 

υ 47 αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ θεός εἰμι, διαμπερὲς 7 σε φυλάσσω ---- 
μ 140, 331, ε 15, Hymn. Herm. 530, 
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but by :— 

μ 49 ἀτὰρ αὐτὸς ἀκονέμεν ai x ἐθέλῃσθα, --- 

E 27 Τρῶες δὲ μεγάθυμοι ἐπεὶ ἴδον υἷε Adpyros— 

πᾶσιν ὀρίνθη θυμός" 

Z 474 αὐτὰρ ὅ γ᾽ ὃν φίλον υἱὸν ἐπεὶ κύσε πἣλέ τε χερσίν, 

εἶτε δ᾽ ἐπευξάμενος Διί τ᾽ ἄλλοισίν τε θεοῖσιω»" 
So in the vexed passage :— 

A 566 μή νύ roc οὗ χραίσμωσιν ὅσοι θεοί elo’ ἐν Ὀλύμπῳ, 

ἄσσον ἰὼν ὅτε κέν τοι ἀάπτους χεῖρας ἐφείω. 

(Bentley.) 
ἰών is probably after all the true reading, for ἰόνθ᾽ the tra- 
ditional form savours very strongly of an attempt to connect 
the two words by hook or by crook with the preceding verb 
Xpaicpwow. There was no unanimity even among the ancient 
Homeric scholars as to what this idv& represented. Zenodotus 
took it for ἰόντε: Aristarchus for ἰόντι. Modern editors are 
pretty unanimous in condemning both, and deciding in favour 
of ἰόντα, though many look with longing eyes on Bentley’s 
conjecture and lament the fact that no MS. gives the reading. 

Similarly I would strongly urge that A 527 :— 

οὐδ᾽ ἀτελεύτητον, 6 τί κεν κεφαλῇ κατανεύσω 
would be much more satisfactory in point of emphasis and metre, 
read thus :— 

οὐδ᾽ ἀτελεύτητον, κεφαλῇ 6 τί κεν KaTavevow. 

The principle of this postponement of the conjunction is 
quite analogous to the case of the enclitic personal pronoun, 
set forth and illustrated on a 37. 

In the last line of this song of the Sirens (μ 191) 

ἴδμεν δ᾽ ὅσσα γένηται ἐπὶ χθονὶ πουλυβοτείρῃ. 
I would suggest the slight change of ὅσσα into ἅσσα as a 
desirable grammatical amelioration, cf. A 554 

ἀλλὰ μάλ᾽ εὔκηλος τὰ φράζεαι doo’ ἐθέλῃσθα. 
There seems indeed to be no other instance of ὅσος with the 
pure subjunctive, 
H 199] abj’ ἀπὸ κηρὸν ἕλοντο ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, 

391 (= € 249) ἐξῆμαρ μὲν ἔπειτα ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι 
δαίνυντ᾽- 
ι 172 ἄλλοι μὲν νῦν μίμνετ᾽, ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες éraipor 
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ι 554 ἀλλ᾽ ὅ ye μερμήριζεν ὅπως ἀπολοίατο πᾶσαι 
νῆες ἐύσσελμοι καὶ ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι. 

Ψ 6 Muppidoves ταχύπωλοι, ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, 

The above lines exhibit all the instances in the Homeric poems 
of the expression, ἐμοὶ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, and deserve a close 
consideration. The formula stands twice as a vocative of 
address, . 172, Ψ 6, and in these two instances the use of the 
emphatic possessive pronoun seems natural. In the remaining 
four cases it is certainly somewhat forced. It would be just 
as erroneous to attribute the pronoun in p» 199, « 555 to 
affectionate regard, as it would to look upon it in μὲ 397, 
€ 249 as a touch of sarcastic irony. 

In the next place the metre calls for remark. It is a 
very peculiar feature in these verses that we have a long 
open diphthong in the fourth foot maintaining its original 
quantity before a word beginning with a vowel, nor does it 
avail to defend this hiatus by supposing that épinpos originally 
possessed an initial digamma. The supposition is not only at 
variance with other examples of this prefix épe, e.g. ἐριαύχην 
(K 305), épiBwros (& 232), ἐρίγδουπος (H 411), ἐρικυδής 
(Q 802), ἐρισθενήῆς (N 54), ἐριστάφυλος (ει 111}, ἐρέτεμος 
(B 447), but meets contradiction in the usage of the adjective 
itself. We find T 378 κόμισαν δ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, Π 363 σάω 
δ᾽ ἐρίηρας ἑταίρους. Nor again is the doctrine of hiatus licitus 
a disturbing element here, although it is supposed to protect 
the example before ἐμοί in the two first quoted lines. It does 
not however form an essential part of my case to take exception 
to that at present. 

On these grounds then, the hiatus after ἐμοί and the needless 
emphasis of that pronoun, I am disposed to question the 
genuineness of this expression and to regard it as a simpli- 
fication of an older formula. Such a formula I find in the 
subscribed passages : — 

A 566 μή νύ τοι οὐ xpalopwow ὅσοι θεοί cia’ ἐν ᾿Ολύμπῳ, 

E 877 ἄλλοι μὲν γὰρ πάντες ὅσοι θεοί cio’ ἐν ᾿Ολύμπῳ, 

Θ 451 οὐκ dy με τρέψειαν ὅσοι θεοί cia’ ἐν ᾽᾿Ολύμπῳ. 

Π 98 μήτε τις οὖν Τρώων θάνατον φύγοι ὅσσοι ἔασι. 

In many instances the substantive verb is unexpressed :— 

M 13 αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ κατὰ μὲν Τρώων θάνον ὅσσοι ἄριστοι, 
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y 108) ἔνθα δ᾽ ἔπειτα κατέκταθεν ὅσσοι ἄριστοι" Cf. A 691. 

ζ 257 πάντων Φαιήκων εἰδησέμεν ὅσσοι ἄριστοι. 

I §5 ov τίς τοι τὸν μῦθον ὀνόσσεται ὅσσοι ᾿Αχαιοί Cf. 642. 

θ 214 πάντα γὰρ οὐ κακός εἶμι, per ἀνδράσιν ὅσσοι ἄεθλοι. 

Φ 371 ὅσσον οἱ ἄλλοι πάντες ὅσοι Τρώεσσιν ἀρωγοί. 

428 τοιοῦτοι νῦν πάντες ὅσοι Τρώεσσιν ἀρωγοΐ, 

Θ 205 εἴ περ γάρ K ἐθέλοιμεν ὅσοι Δαναοῖσιν ἀρωγοί ---. 

More examples might be quoted, if necessary. There is one 
however which shows this use of ὅσοι in combination with 
a vocative and so possesses a distinct feature of interest in this 
connexion :— 

8B 209 Bipipay’ ἠδὲ καὶ ἄλλοι, ὅσοι μνηστῆρες ἀγαυοί ---. 
So also :-- 

6 250 ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε, Φαιήκων Byrdppoves ὅσσοι ἄριστοι ----. 

But then it may be said, why should this familiar idiom have 
been preserved in the passages just quoted, while all trace 
of it seems to be lost in those at the head of this section? 
The question is a fair one, and the answer is easy. There 
is nothing in the idiom in any wise offensive or incompre- 
hensible to the linguistic feeling of the later Greeks. It has 
perhaps a flavour of antiquity and is not of such common 
occurrence in classical Attic; yet we may find a practical 
exemplification of it in Aristoph. Wasps, 1. 400 :— 

οὐ ξυλλήψεσθ᾽ ὁπόσοισι δίκαι τῆτες μέλλουσιν ἔσεσθαι ; 
But in the particular cases under discussion there happened 
to be a serious complication, indicated and revealed to us by 
the presence of the possessive pronoun which, as has been 
remarked, is in four cases out of six not quite natural. The 
original expression contained, there is reason to believe, an 
elided unemphatic dative of the personal pronoun ἐγώ, which 
gives a perfectly suitable sense in every case. 

It was this unfortunate elision, this partial obliteration 
of po, unwelcome to the eyes and unfamiliar to the ears 
of the later Greeks, that led to the dropping of dco from 
these lines, which I would thus restore :— 

p 199 aly ἀπὸ κηρὸν ἔλονθ᾽ ὅσσοι μ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, 

᾿ 39} (3Ξ ξ 249) ἐξῆμαρ μὲν ἔπειθ᾽ ὅσσοι μ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι 

δαίνυνθ᾽" 
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Compare the combination of ἄλλοι with πάντες € 462, 0 30]. 
ι 555 ἀλλ᾽ ὅ ye μερμήριξεν ὅτως ἀπολοίατο πᾶσαι 
νῆες ἐύσσελμοι καὶ ὅσοι μ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι. 
Here ὅσοι---ὁταῖροι forms a fitting balance to the preceding 
πᾶσαι νῆες. 

Ψ 6 Μυρμίδονες ταχύπωλοι ὅσοι μ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, 
which with . 172 approximates very closely to the above quoted 
8B 209 and @ 250. 

It is well known that this elision of μοι (τοι, cor) has been 
only very partially preserved in our traditional text: that 
of fo. has disappeared altogether. Many restorations of each 
have been suggested, of which some may unhesitatingly be 
accepted as certain and irrefragable. Therefore in introducing 
it here I waive any general discussion of its admissibility, 
cf. Journ. Phil. xxv. 308 f. and Note on α 37. 

That the enclitic is far more suitable than the possessive 
pronoun to the passages as a whole is surely beyond all shadow 
of doubt. Let me recall :— 

ο 336 οὔτ᾽ ἐγὼ οὔτε τις ἄλλος ἑταίρων of μοι ἔασιν. Cf. μ 114. 

Η 298 σούς τε μάλιστα eras καὶ ἑταίρους of τοι ἔασιν. 

As I have more than once had occasion to remark, the earliest 
writing in all probability did not remove elided letters. They 
appeared, as in Latin, written at length. Hence ὅσοι μοι, which 
seems too long for an iambus, as it appears visibly impossible 
to retain the whole, may have been considered most fairly and 
easily treated by substituting the convenient and apparently 
equivalent possessive ἐμοί, with detriment to the metre of 
course ; but that is of the nature of almost every modernization 
that can be detected in the Homeric text. 

I take it as a further slight point in favour of this correc- 
tion that with it the elimination of the hiatus licitus in μ 199, 
397, € 249 becomes so easy a matter. I have not hesitated to 
remove it, but of course devotees may preserve it intact, if the 
loss would be in any degree painful to endure. The formuls 
may also be applied to r 273 ἀτὰρ ἐρίηρας ἑταίρους | ὥλεσε 
thus: ὅσοι δ᾽ ἐρίηρες ἑταῖροι, | ὥλεσε: but ἄφαρ δ᾽ is an easier 
remedy. The lengthening of -ap is not defensible. 

Another argument in support of my hypothesis may be 
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drawn from the fact that it serves to explain the extraordinary 
tradition of Hymn. Dem. 325 :- 

αὖτις ἔπειτα paxapas θεοὺς αἰὲν ἐόντας 

πάντας ἐπιπροΐαλλεν" 
The difficulty is not caused by the accidental omission οὗ πατήρ 
(Valckenaer), ἄναξ (von Gent) or Ζεύς (Voss). The accusatives of 
l. 325 are due to the reflex action of πάντας on the formula in 
question, and the solution is :— 

atris ἔπειθ᾽ ὅσσοι μάκαρες θεοὶ αἰὲν ἐόντες 
with a further possibility of ἔπειθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ὅσοι. 

After all I am quite conscious that to many the abové 
emendation may seem too considerable a departure from the 
tradition; but this much may be said in defence. It is no 
haphazard re-writing from unfounded conjecture, but rests 
upon a careful examination of the ascertained usages of Homer. 
These usages have been here set forth for the consideration of 
all, that of ὅσοι in almost full detail: only with regard to the 
elision of μοι is the case presented with undue brevity, as a full 
exposition would require far too many pages. 

201] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἐλείπομεν, αὐτίκ᾽ ἔπειτα ---. 
408 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τὴν νῆσον ἐλείπομεν, οὐδέ τις ἄλλη —. 

The emendation given in the Note on ε δ5 (α. v.) is strongly 

confirmed by ἔ 301 :— 

ἀλλ᾽ Gre δὴ Κρήτην μὲν ἐλείπομεν, οὐδέ τις ἄλλη —. 
where three MSS. X DZ actually have τὴν νῆσον. ΑΒ I shall 
show afterwards, this combination, the noun followed by μέν for 
emphasis, has been very extensively tampered with for the 
accommodation of the later article. 
p 203] τῶν δ᾽ dpa δεισάντων ---. 

Here and in w 534 Knight and others would read τῶν δὲ 
δεισάντων : the Cambridge Homer has τῶν δ᾽ ἂρ δεισάντων. Is it 
not rather the participle that is at fault and needs correction ? 
The lasting state of fear into which the men are thrown in both 
cases is more adequately conveyed by the perf. part. (Monro, 
H. 6. ὃ 28) :- 

τῶν δ᾽ ἄρα δειδιότων (δεδ[ίιότων). 
Cf. ἑ 60, σ 77. 
p 209] οὐ μὲν δὴ τόδε μεῖζον ἔπι κακὸν ἢ ὅτε Κύκλωψ ---. 

There is nothing to justify this lengthening of the « οὗ ἔσι. 

$13 


p 209-251 ODYSSEY 


So various attempts both ancient and modern have been made to 
escape the difficulty. Zenodotus read ἔχει. Schol. H Vind. 133 
gives ére from ἕπω, cf. A 483 Τρῶες ἔπον πολλοί ----.- This La 
Roche accepts. Ahrens preferred ἔπει as a supposed equivalent 
of ἔπεισι, ‘comes upon us,’ 88 τιθεῖ = τίθησι, διδοῖ = δίδωσι: but 
analogy alone is not sufficient warrant for the form. The 
simpler remedy of transposition seems to me in every respect 
preferable :— 
ov μὲν δὴ τόδ᾽ ἔπι μεῖζον κακόν 

The quantity given to ἔπι is now natural enough; yet the 
appearance of éreé in the MSS. is not surprising. The ready 
confusion of ἐπί and ἐπεί could not be better shown than in the 
quotation of A 598 in Aristotle’s Rhetoric (3, 11) :—~ 

atris ἐπὶ δάπεδόνδε for αὖτις ἔπειτα πέδονδε. 

Here ém is amply confirmed as the true reading, and its 

erroneous position accounted for by such passages as :— 
A 515 ἐπεὶ ov τοι ἔπι δέος ----. 
θ 563 οὔτε τι πημανθῆναι ἔπι δέος ---. 

Cf. ® 110, A 367, T 45, π 315, € 92. 

μ 223} Σξκύλλην δ᾽ οὐκέτ᾽ ἐμυθεόμην ---. 

"Er: is, I submit, scarcely suitable. Perhaps the words should 

read thus :— 
οὐκ ἐπεμυθεόμην 

‘I did not tell them οὗ Scylla as well.’ 
p 235} ἔνθεν yap Σκύλλη, ἑτέρωθι δὲ Sta Χάρνβδις 

δεινὸν ἀνερροίβδησε θαλάσσης ἁλμυρὸν ὕδωρ. 
Nearly all the MSS. have μὲν γάρ, It may seem paradoxical 
to say both are wrong: but an original ἔνθεν dey Σκύλλη might 
perhaps best account for their presence. Méy preserves a trace 
of gv: γάρ comes in after its disappearance. The verb is, 
I think, required here. 

Next δεινόν is certainly strangely used. With ὕδωρ following 
it should hardly be an adverb. Lastly Sta in Circe’s mouth is 
satisfactory (104); but to Odysseus the monster is ὀλοή and δεινή. 

ἔνθεν ἔην ΣΣκύλλη, δεινὴ δ᾽ ἑτέρωθι Χάρυβδις 
τῆμος ἀγερροίβδησε θαλάσσης ἁλμυρὸν ὕδωρ. 
seems within the limits of possibility. 
μ 251} ὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ἐπὶ προβόλῳ ἁλιεὺς περιμήκει ῥάβδῳ 
ἰχθύσι τοῖς ὀλίγοισι δόλον κατὰ εἴδατα βάλλων —. 
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This unique ἐπὶ προβόλῳ, ‘upon a headland,’ shows how far 
the later Greeks were prepared to go to be rid of an obsolete 
elision. Rather than accept. :— 

ὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ἐπὶ προβλῆθ᾽ ἁλιεὺς --- 
they adopted προβόλῳ, which might have meant the same thing 
as προβλῆτι, if usage had so decreed. Usage however gave it 
other senses for which the Lex. may be consulted. Outside 
this passage the word, one of fairly frequent occurrence, never 
means any thing like ‘headland’, and this fact seems to have 
urged some to attempt to take it here in spite of its position as an 
epithet of ῥάβδῳ. As might be expected in a passage likely to 
be so popular as this about Scylla and Charybdis, modernizations 
are rife hereabouts, rots ὀλίγοισι (252) perhaps for εἰναλίοισι, 1088 
of archaic γε (257), pe (243), ἐξορμήσασα (221)&c. In 252, how- 
ever, R. P. Knight’s excellent suggestion of δολόεντα would enable 
us to retain ὀλίγοισι without the intrusive later article :— 
ἴχθυσσιν δολόεντ᾽ ὀλίγοισι κατ᾽ εἴδατα βάλλων ---. 

We have νέκυσσιν A 569, x 401, ψ 48, πίτυσιν ε 186 and 
γένυσσι A 416, sufficient warrant for the supposed ἴχθυσσιν. 

p 298] ἀλλ᾽ dye viv μοι πάντες ὀμόσσατε καρτερὸν ὅρκον, 
e+e μή πού τις ἀτασθαλίῃσι κακῇσι 
ἢ βοῦν ἠέ τι μῆλον ἀποκτάνῃ" 

Here ἀποκτάνῃ is assuredly wrong in metre. The -y of the 
thematic aor. cannot be shortened before a vowel. The true 
reading may be inferred with almost absolute certainty from :— 

ὃ 253 καὶ ὧμοσα καρτερὸν ὅρκον 

μὴ μὲν πρὶν ᾿Οδυσῆα μετὰ Τρώεσσ᾽ ἀναφῆκαι ----. 

β 373 ἀλλ᾽ ὄμοσον μὴ μητρὶ φίλῃ τάδε μυθήσασθαι ---. 
We have, it is true, in these passages no nom. with the aor. infin. 
to correspond to rs here; but for that little detail we may refer 
to the well-known A 76 :— 

Kai pot ὅμοσσον 
ἢ μέν μοι πρόφρων ἔπεσιν Kai χερσὶν ἀρήξειν. 
We should restore then : 
ἢ βοῦν ἠέ τι μῆλον ἀποκτάμεν' 
This use of the aor. infin. of a future event is curious enough to 
have caused the appearance of the aor. subj.: but the passages 
adduced prove its validity, and the metre properly understood 
demonstrates its necessity. 
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μ 850] ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ νηὸς ἐξέφθιτο ἤια πάντα 
Perhaps we should not be wrong in saying that this unmetrical 
adaptation or imitation of « 163 :— 
οὐ γάρ πω νηῶν ἐξέφθιτο οἶνος ἐρυθρός, 
has suffered from being made to conform too closely to its 
model. Less objection could be taken to :— 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ νηὸς μὲν ἀπεφθίατ᾽ tua πάντα, 
or perhaps ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δή ῥ᾽ ἐκ νηός. 
μ 885} ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ διὰ νήσου ἰὼν ἤλυξα ἑταίρους 

There is no apparent reason why either érdpovs ἥλυξα or 
ἥλυσκον ἑταίρους, both suggested by Bentley, should have become 
the vulgate. But if the original verb were ἠλύσκάσα, it would 
inevitably be glossed, and might afterwards be displaced, by 
ἤλυξα. 

In favour of the proposed form we have three instances of 
ἀλυσκάζω :--- 

ρ 581 ὕβριν ἀλυσκάζων ἀνδρῶν ὑπερηνορεόντων" 

E 253 οὐ γάρ μοι γενναῖον ἀλυσκάζοντι μάχεσθαι ----. 

Z 443 αἴ κε κακὸς ὡς νόσφιν ἀλυσκάζω πολέμοιο. 

I may add further that the next line (μ 336) :— 
χεῖρας νιψάμενος, ὅθ᾽ ἐπὶ oxéxas ἦν ἀνέμοιο, .. 

can only be regarded as a weak interpolation, suggested by 
and concocted from β 261, « 182 for the one part, and from 
€ 443, ἡ 282 for the other. The χεῖρας νιψάμενος is tolerable 
enough, as far as the meaning is concerned, but hardly the rest 
of the line. Odysseus needed no shelter from the wind either 
to wash his hands or to say his prayers. It would be ridiculous 
to assume that he deliberately intended to go to sleep. - 
μ 855] Booxéoxovl ἕλικες καλαὶ βόες εὑρυμέτωποι. 

Clearly this cannot have been the original form of the 
line. Metrically βοσκέσκονθ᾽ ἕλικες is a sheer impossibility, nor 
is the unique double iterative βοσκέσκομαι very likely to be 
correct. I would suggest :— 

βόσκονθ᾽ εἰλίποδες ἕλικες βόες εὐρυμέτωποι. 

This familiar combination εἰλίποδας ἕλικας (I 466, Φ 448, 
α 92, ὃ 320, « 46) would seem to have been successfully tampered . 
with here, because the neighbouring 1]. 262 :— 

ἔνθα δ᾽ ἔσαν καλαὶ βόες εὑρυμέτωποι --- 
naturally suggested that the third foot, which seemed defective 
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when the F of Fédixes was lost, might by a little judicious 
treatment be improved and perfected. There would be the less 
hesitation about borrowing καλαί and abandoning cidirodes, 
because there was a wide-spread impression that ciAérodes and 
ἕλικες Were synonymous terms, v. Scholia on O 633 and M 293. 
‘We may easily believe that the rhapsodists and their hearers 
were fully convinced that the revised version was distinctly 
better in scansion. With our knowledge of the lost F we 
are aware that this was an error; but many are still of opinion 
that Knight’s βόσκοντο [έλικες is a possible and acceptable 
correction, as indeed it would be if the second foot of the 
hexameter could be a tribrach. 

μ 872] ἢἦ με μάλ᾽ εἰς drqy κοιμήσατε νηλέι ὕπνῳ 

It is impossible to regard νηλέι here as anything more than 
an unfortunate attempt to improve upon the epic epithet 
νηδύμῳ or ἡδύμῳ: As already remarked, this part of the poem 
seems to have been made the object of special attention on the 
part of would-be improvers. 

μ 888] τῶν δέ κ᾽ ἐγὼ τάχα νῆα θοὴν ἀργῆτι κεραυνῷ 
τυτθὰ βαλὼν κεάσαιμι μέσῳ ἐνὶ οἴνοπι πόντῳ. 

The subj. κεάσωμι is indispensable; otherwise instead of a 
strong assurance that satisfaction would be given to Eelios, and 
a threat that punishment would fall upon the offenders, we have 
merely the vague statement of a contingent possibility. 

» 396] ὀπταλέα re καὶ dud’ βοῶν 8 ds γίγνετο φωνή. 
This line attached to a preceding, 
κρέα δ᾽ dud’ ὀβελοῖσι μεμύκει, 
seems to me quite worthless as evidence that the -a of the 
neuter plur. was originally long (v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 374). Cf. 
y 225 (Note). 

On the contrary I rather incline to regard it as a proof of the 
almost insuperable difficulty the later Greeks experienced in 
attempting to make a slight addition to a Homeric description 
without leaving evident traces of their handiwork. The idea of 
adding ὀπταλέα and ὠμά is not in itself unattractive; the state- 
ment is in harmony with the preceding dud’ ὀβελοῖσι. It is at 
worst only superfluous; but the line still has to be completed, 
and although the ending is metrically more successful than the 
beginning, yet it is after all even more of a superfluity than the 
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earlier part, for βοῶν δ᾽ ὡς yiyvero φωνή is merely a periphrastic 
repetition of μεμύκει. Additions of this character are well-known 
phenomena. 
# 405] δὴ τότε κυανέην νεφέλην ἔστησε Κρονίων 

νηὸς ὕπερ γλαφυρῆς, ἤχλυσε δὲ πόντος ὑπ᾽ αὐτῆς. 

Both these lines are found again, € 303-4, and the last 
clause, to which alone exception can be taken, is nearly repeated 
in H 64 :— 

μελάνει δέ re πόντος ὑπ᾽ αὐτῆς. 
But there αὐτῆς, on which the doubt falls, refers to φρὶξ ζεφύροιο 
not as here to νεφέλη, so that the sense of im’ αὐτῆς is in 
any case rather different in H 64 from what it is in μα 406 and 
ἔξ 304. 

The use of the oblique cases of αὐτός as unemphatic pronouns 
of refarence, anaphoric pronouns, is questionable in Homer. It 
is obvious that some allowance must be made for the encroach- 
ment of the later regular usage. In the above instances if the 
archaic original had ὑπαὶ rys—an undeniable possibility— 
nothing else could be expected than that it should be turned 
afterwards into the regular ὑπ᾽ αὐτῆς. 

In H 64 this I believe is the true solution; but in the other 
two passages there is an alternative suggestion which deserves 
a little consideration. May not the true reading be :-— 

ἤχλυσε δὲ πόντος ὑπ᾽ αὐτός. 
‘And the sea itself grew dark beneath it.’ The shadow of the 
dark cloud falls primarily upon the ship, which it seems to over- 
hang, but extends also over the surrounding ocean. From aires 
the description gains somewhat in natural truth and pictorial 
effect, while it loses nothing from the removal of the doubtful αὐτῆς. 
μ 4147] πλῆξε κυβερνήτεω κεφαλήν (80. ἱστός) 
Instead of the gen, it would be easy to read the acc. 
πλῆξε κυβερνήτην κεφαλήν, 
just as in A 240 τὸν δ᾽ ἄορι πλῆξ᾽ αὐχένα, The vulgate would be 
more easily reached from this than from κυβερνήταο κάρα which is 
suggested by Fick. | 
μ 419] κύμασιν ἐμφορέοντο, θεὸς δ᾽ ἀποαίνυτο νόστον. 
From this line, repeated ¢ 309, and two others :— 
N 262 Τρώια, τὰ κταμένων ἀποαίνυμαι. 
p 328 ἥμισυ γάρ τ' ἀρετῆς ἀποαίνυται εὐρύοπα Ζεὺς --- 
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it might be supposed that αἴνυμαι had an initial digamma. 
The rebutting evidence however is too strong to be dis- 
regarded :— 
ξ 144 ἀλλά μ᾽ Ὀδυσσῆος πόθος αἴννται οἰχομένοιο. 
Δ 580 Εὐρύπυλος δ᾽ ἐπόρουσε καὶ aivvro τεύχε᾽ ἀπ᾿ ὥμων. (== Ν 550) 
Δ 531 ἐκ δ᾽ αἴνυτο θυμόν. ᾧ 53 ἀπὸ πασσάλον αἴνυτο τόξον ----- 
O 595 κῦδος ἀπαίνυτο. <A 582 τεύχε᾽ ἀπαινύμενον ---- 
Φ 502 ὡς dp’ ἔφη, Λητὼ δὲ συναίνυτο καμπύλα τόξα ---. 
P 85 τὸν μὲν ἀπαινύμενον κλυτὰ τεύχεα. x 500 χεῖράς T αἰνύμεναι. 
To these may be added :--- 

Hymn. Herm. 434 τὸν δ᾽ ἔρος ἐν στήθεσσιν ἀμήχανος alwro θυμόν. 

If then ἀποαίνυμαι has displaced in » 419 &c. some less 
familiar verb, it can hardly be any other than that which still 
holds its ground in :— 

Hes. Op. 577 ἠὼς yap ἔργοιο τρίτην ἀπαμείρεται aloay —. 
»  Theog. 801 εἰνάετες δὲ θεῶν ἀπαμείρεται. 
Nor are we quite left to conjecture alone in this matter; for 
Plato De Legibus vi. 777 actually quotes p 322-3 thus :— 
ἥμισυ γάρ τε νόον ἀπαμείρεται εὐρύοπα Ζεὺς 
ἀνδρῶν obs ἂν δὴ κατὰ δούλιον ἦμαρ ἕλῃσι. 

Whatever we may think of the minor variants from our 
received text, it is hardly to be supposed that Plato introduced 
an entirely new verb into the passage, that is, one not generally, 
or at least widely, recognized as belonging to it, cf. Athen. v. 264, 
Eustath. 1766, 56. 

And if ἀπαμείρεται is right in p 322, it is no extravagance to 
propose ἀπαμείρομαι in N 262 and ἀπαμείρετο in our line and its 
repetition. 

» 429] ἐκ δέ of ἱστὸν ἄραξε ποτὶ τρόπιν» αὐτὰρ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ 
ἐπίτονος βέβλητο βοὸς ῥινοῖο τετευχώς. 

The usual version, ‘and (the wave) brake off the mast close 
by the keel,’ seems to me impossible. Firstly ποτὶ τρόπιν is not 
the phrase to express the position of a fracture; ποτὶ τρόπιι would 
be required. Secondly the mast was not a fixture inserted into 
the keel, but was lowered and raised as required. Now if the 
mast were standing, we might accept readily enough the possi- 
bility at least of snapping it off at the keel, as the end of the 
mast might well be inserted into a hole in the keel made for the 
purpose; though I believe the idea of any such insertion is 
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derived solely from the misinterpretation of this very passage. The 
μεσόδμη indeed seems to have been intended to dispense with the 
necessity for such a hole. Moreover the existence of a hole 
of this kind would have made it a very difficult operation to 
lower the mast, as it would have had to be lifted every time 
clear of the hole, before it could be lowered at all. 

However, we might here concede the supposed hole in the 
keel without reservation, and yet manifestly, under the circum- 
stances, as the mast fell twelve lines before (1. 410), struck the 
pilot on the head, as he was steering in the stern, and killed him, 
it could not now be snapped ‘at or near the keel’. How then 
are the words to be understood? What does happen to the 
fallen mast? I suggest the following :—‘the wave knocked the 
mast off the ship, or what remained of the ship—there was not 
much left of it—alongside the keel, so that it floated beside the 
keel.’ If this be so, we see at once, what was not obvious before, 
why the ἄραξε of Aristarchus is right and the éafe of Zenodotus 
necessarily wrong. 

In ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ we have a strong instance of the usual later 
unemphatic use of the pronoun. The reasonable solution of this 
and similar examples should go far to enforce more generally the 
conclusion arrived at in the Note on {137 4. v. I suggest that 
αὐτῷ here represents an original ἱστῷ, as also in ε 254. Similarly 
ἐκ δ᾽ ἱστοῦ is admissible for the ἐκ δ᾽ αὐτοῦ of μ 51, 162, 179. 
Indeed in these passages the noun not having preceded may be 
said to have considerable claims apart from any question of the 
epic use of the pronoun. 

In the use of rerevyws as passive in sense and equivalent to 
rervypévos we have a grammatical solecism, which only, or 
perhaps not even, the direst necessity should induce us to 
accept and condone. Of course there is first of all the surgical 
remedy, the excision of a large passage as unworthy of Homer. 
The removal of a small one would be of no avail, is indeed quite 
impracticable. Kammer accordingly condemns 420~48. If 
however we acquiesce in the genuineness of the line, as is only 
reasonable, until we are convinced that it is part and parcel of 
ἃ spurious addition, we are under some obligation to account in 
a fairly natural manner for any abnormal feature it exhibits. 
In any case if we can do this successfully, we remove one of the 
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supports on which the adverse opinion rests. Wan Herwerden 
has suggested as a possible original the ending :— 

Bods pivot veorevyés, 
and again the line is quoted by Athenaeus (xiv. 632) in this 
form :— 
éxirovos τετάνυστο βοὸς ἶφι κταμένοιο, 
There is however one obvious objection against putting faith in 
either of these solutions. How could the vulgate possibly have 
arisen from any such originals? By what conceivable course of 
development or disintegration? It has also been suggested 
that τετευχώς should be referred to τυγχάνω, and not to τεύχω 
at all, a curiously lame evasion of the difficulty. 

I am emboldened to present an idea which seems at any 
rate better fitted to account for the rise of the traditional text. 
My supposition is that originally the line stood thus :— 

ἐπίτονος βέβληθ᾽, ὃ Bods ῥινοῖο τέτυκτο. 
It is not very far-fetched to assume that βέβληθ᾽ ὅ or βέβλητο 
& (written ἐκ πλήρους) might be taken for BéBAnro, especially 
as the later Greeks would not be over ready to reeognize any 
form of the masculine relative pronoun save ds. Once let 
βέβλητο stand alone without 6, and the necessity of altering 
τέτυκτο becomes absolute. In this place the regular and fre- 
quently occurring τετυγμένος could not be accommodated. 
There was therefore no resource except crediting Homer with 
τετευχώς, of which, I venture to say, he was never guilty. No 
doubt the Homeric text, as we have received it, contains other 
absurdities equal in grossness to this particular specimen, and 
it is, I fear, considered scientific to let one corruption prop up 
another. The old saying, ‘two blacks do not make one white,’ 
no longer holds good: for it seems quite legitimate to argue 
that, when two blacks are placed side by side, both become 
immaculate. I will make no further comment on the general 
futility of this proceeding, but will forestall the production of 
one concrete instance of an exactly similar misuse of a perf. 
part. act. If we turn to one of the later books of the Odyssey, 
we may read, I think in every text :— 
ρ 519 deidy δεδαὼς ere’ ἱμερόεντα βροτοῖσι. 
I may just note in passing that for ἀείδῃ some editors have the 
ill-supported variant, ἀείδει ; but the special feature, to which 
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I call attention here, is the participle Sedads usually very 
tenderly treated as a genuine Homeric vagary for δεδαημεένος. 
It is assuredly nothing of the kind. It isa mere blunder. Let 
us restore the older form of the 3rd sing. subj.,and give back 
to Homer the long-lost but true reading :— 
ἀείδῃσι Sacis ἔπε᾽ ἱμερόεντα βροτοῖσι. 

There will then be no need to apologize for the grammar, and 
any one can appreciate the facility, with which CIAA€IC might 
be misread into A€AAOC. 
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ν 28] αὐτὰρ Ὀδυσσεὺς 
πολλὰ πρὸς ἠέλιον κεφαλὴν τρέπε παμφανόωντα 
δῦναι ἐπειγόμενος δὴ γὰρ μενέαινε νέεσθαι. 

Though it is hardly matter for wonder that Nauck should 
have suggested ἐπευχόμενος, and Wansink ἐελδόμενος, instead of 
ἐπειγόμενος in 1. 30, still it is by no means easy to acquiesce in 
either change. They are both a little too remote from the 
tradition. At the same time the objections to δῦναι ἐπειγόμενος 
are stronger than might at first sight be supposed. Let us 
compare the other examples of ἐπείγεσθαι followed by an in- 
finitive :— 

B 354 τῷ μή τις πρὶν ἐπειγέσθω οἶκόνδε νέεσθαι. 

€ 399 νῆχε δ᾽ ἐπειγόμενος ποσὶν ἠπείρου ἐπιβῆναι. 
Obviously these give no countenance to the recognized rendering 
‘eager that the sun should set’, ‘impatient for the setting,’ but 
support only the more simple and natural, though here impossible, 
version ‘hastening to set’. The change of subject exhibited by 
the infinitive goes rather beyond the usual Homeric licence, 
because the infinitive is here attached not to the whole clause, 
but to the participle only. See the instances given in Monro’s 
Homeric Grammar ὃ 231: of these A 340 ἐγγὺς ἔσαν προφυγεῖν, 
‘they were near for him to escape,’ seems to come nearest in 
point of harshness to the present instance. It is not really 
quite so violent, for the expression is preceded by οὐ γάρ οἱ ἵπποι 
(i. 6. οὐ δέ of) and the pronoun may logically be regarded as the 
subject. 
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Moreover a further criticism may be made upon this phrase 
δῦναι ἐπειγόμενος. The sense here necessarily assumed is not only 
admittedly harsh, as we have seen, but in reality and for another 
reason inadmissible. ἐπειγόμενος with an infinitive, as the 
examples quoted indicate, is not fairly represented by ‘eager’ 
and ‘impatient’. In this collocation the word connotes not 
these feelings alone, but the vigorous action which is prompted 
by them. It might be rendered ‘ exerting himself’ or in common 
parlance ‘ putting his shoulder to the wheel’. It is evident that 
Odysseus could not by any personal exertion accelerate the chariot 
of the sun. 

Under these circumstances then some slight change may at 
any rate be considered. I would alter one letter only and read :— 
δῦναι ἐπειγόμενον 
‘hastening to his setting’. It may be objected that this is too 
easy a correction. Why has it not been made before, and why 
was the vulgate ever preferred? The two questions are practi- 
cally identical and a satisfactory answer will go far to prove the 
emendation. In the first place then probably because readers 
and editors have somehow persuaded themselves that there is 
a contrast intended between the epithet παμφανόωντα, “ all- 
radiant,’ and the verb δῦναι, as if Odysseus began casting 
impatient glances at the sun, as soon as, or even before, it had 
attained its meridian height. Hence comes apparently Nauck’s 
unfortunate δήν for δή in the next clause. Such a persuasion 
is however quite gratuitous. It exaggerates the excusable 
impatience of Odysseus and moreover betrays a somewhat in- 
accurate observance of natural fact. Are we to suppose, forsooth, 
that the sun’s light would not be παμφανόων after midday Ὁ 
Let all possible emphasis be given to the παμ-, yet I venture 
to say that the very reverse is a good deal nearer the truth; for 
the fiercer vertical rays of midday are rather less dazzling to 
the eye than the horizontal, though really weaker, ones of 

afternoon. 
Dr. Wordsworth (Athens and Attica, p. 46) in reference to 
the fact that the battle of Marathon was won towards evening, 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅμως σ᾽ ἀπεωσάμεσθα ξύν θεοῖς πρὸς ἑσπέραν, 
(Arist. Vesp. 1085) 
has this comment, which strikingly confirms my position, ‘'The 
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hour of the day...may have conduced much to the success | 
of the Athenians. The sun would then have streamed in full — 
dazzling radiance, so remarkable in the sunsets of Greece, on the 
faces of their adversaries, and against it the conical tiara of the 
Persians would have offered little protection.’ 

« The second and chief cause of the corruption however mrust 
have been the somewhat short-sighted notion that δὴ γὰρ 
μενέαινε νέεσθαι is bound to refer solely to the two words that 
begin the line, instead of to the whole preceding statement. 
If this arbitrary limitation be admitted, then undoubtedly 
ἐπειγόμενον must be changed to ἐπειγόμενος in spite of any 
resultant harshness of construction for δῦνα. But what need 
is there for the limitation? In very truth none whatever, cf. 
p 23-5. ‘For now he was anxious to return home’ is the reason 
for the oft-repeated turning of his head to see the progress of the 
declining sun. The true reading :— 

δῦναι ἐπειγόμενον 
tells us that the sun was declining, and that the hero with 
ordinary sound sense did not begin casting these anxious 
glances until the sun (then more than ever παμφανόων) was 
unmistakably sloping quickly to the west. 

So Cassian (Monast. Institut. x. 2) describing the weariness 
of ἃ monk’s life writes: ‘egreditur et ingreditur callem et solem 
velut ad occasum tardius properantem crebrius intuetur.’ 

It appears that after all ἐπειγόμενον is the reading of at least 
one MS., No. 5 in the Imperial Library, Vienna, v. La Roche, 
Hayman ad loc. This MS. was collated along with the other 
Viennese MSS. by F. Ο Alter in 1794. It was regarded as of 
some importance by Heyne: but van Leeuwen (Mnemosyne 1889) 
declares it is a mere copy of Palatinus 45, and more recently it 
has been entirely ignored by Ludwich (1891) in his apparatus 
eriticus. La Roche (Proleg. ad Odyss.) is very severe upon 
it (L):—‘ vitiis cuiusvis generis est depravatus et nullius 
pretii.’ However he concludes his censure with the signi- 
ficant words:-—‘tamen hic quoque codex habet nonnulla, 
quae ad emendandam QOdysseam non sint imutilia.’ I have 
to thank it for raising my conjecture to the rank of a variant. 
ν 64] τῷ δ᾽ ἅμα κήρνκα προΐει μένος ᾿Αλκινόοιο 

ἡγεῖσθαι ἐπὶ νῆα θοὴν καὶ θῖνα θαλάσσητ' 
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If we compare with this :-- 
€ 237 δὴ τότ᾽ ἔμ᾽ ἤνωγον καὶ ἀγακλυτὸν Ἰδομενῆα 
νήεσσ᾽ ἡγήσασθαι és Ἴλιον" 
it is apparent that the true reading in both passages is ἡγήσασθ' 
with elision of the diphthong. A tribrach in the second place 
and an amphimacer in the third are alike impossible.. 
¥ 927] δὴ τότε γ᾽ ἀτρέμας εὗδε, λελασμένος ὅσσ᾽ ἐπεπόνθει. 
The otiose ye shows that the original was :— 
δὴ τόθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ἀτρέμας ede —. (Cf. y 270, a 268 Note.) 
For a similar survival of ye after the pronoun has been lost, v. 
φ 98 (Note). Of course a period, not a comma, should stand at 
the end of 1. 91, and the passage becomes closely assimilated in 
form to x 185 f.:— 
Aaéprew ἥρωος, ὃ κουρίζων φορέεσκε' 
δὴ τότε γ᾽ ἤδη κεῖτο, ῥαφαὶ δ᾽ ἐλέλυντο ἱμάντων" 
ν 107] ἐν δ᾽ ἱστοὶ λίθεοι περιμήκεες, ἔνθα τε νύμφαι 
ddpe ὑφαίνουσιν ἁλιπόρφυρα, θαῦμα ἰδέσθαι’ 
ἐν δ᾽ ὕδατ᾽ ἀενάοντα. 

᾿Αενάοντα is the reading of the majority of the MSS. A 
minority have the obviously impossible ἀεννάοντα, and a still smaller 
minority aievdovra. The word is supposed to mean ‘ever- 
flowing’ and to be a compound of aie or αἰέν and νάοντα. 
Bekker and Nauck would read aié vdovra, but without the 
slightest Homeric authority for the form aié. About the 
Boeotian 7 or the Lesbian ai the less said the better. To 
introduce any such forms into Homer would simply be to exaggerate - 
what has been shown to be the common error of the later 
Greeks themselves in dealing with the text. 

But if neither alevdovra nor devdovra can possibly be 
correct, from what can these peculiar developments, these voces 
nihili, have originated? I suggest from a primitive :— 

dvvdovra (i.e. dva-vdovra) 
‘up-springing *, ‘bubbling-up’. It is some assistance and some 
satisfaction to find that ἀννάοντα is actually the reading of 
Flor. Laur. xxxii. 4, a highly respectable authority. A motive 
for corrupting ἀννάοντα into either of the forms mentioned may 
be found in the desire to present νάοντα, as ordinarily, with a 
short rather than a long antepenultimate. Still epic usage 
would fully justify the licence, if licence it be, cf. ἠγάασθε beside 
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ἀγάασθε; and in the limits of vdw itself, though we have { 292 
κρήνη νάει, ὦ 197 φρείατα μακρὰ νάουσιν with short a, yet 
there is also :— 
ι 222 χωρὶς δ᾽ αὖθ᾽ tpcat’ νᾶον δ᾽ ὁρῷ dyyea πάντα. 

The Aristarchean ναῖον is perhaps needlessly read by most 
editors in that passage. Its acceptance is however quite im- 
material to the argument. Those who prefer the diphthong 
may introduce it here also, ἀνναίοντα : but it certainly seems 
desirable to keep ναίω, habito, without any superfluous liability 
to be confused with vdw, fluo. 

Again, to the minds of the later Greeks devdovra would 
recommend itself because of their familiarity with dévaos, which 
may be found in many of their authors from Hesiod downwards, 
but not, be it observed, in Homer. 

I do not pretend to apply the remedy here advocated to the 
Hesiodic instance of our participle :— 

Hes. Op. 552 ὅς re ἀρυσσάμενος ποταμῶν ἀπὸ ἀεναόντων. 

Possibly the trie epithet there is δινηέντων. But the passage 
in which this line stands is not only ἃ mass of meaningless _ 
corruption in the tradition, but no attempted reconstruction has 
so far produced even a tolerable result. It would suffice to 
suppose that the participle was borrowed from our line after the 
encroachment of the traditional impossibility. 

In 1. 108 the original can hardly have run, as we now have 
it :- 
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φάρε' ὑφαίνουσιν ἁλιπόρφυρα. 

The third foot is defective. As to the idea, fostered by a few 
easily remediable instances, that dAs retained in Homer its 
primal sibilant, surely it is untenable in face of such combina- 
tions as παρὰ Giv’ ἁλός, ἐφ᾽ ἁλός, λειμῶνες ἁλός, &c., particularly so, 
I should think, in a compound like this, a form moreover that 
actually has an elision before it in the only other passages where 
it appears, { 53 and 306 ἠλάκατα στρωφῶσ᾽ ἁλιπόρφυρα. 

I would suggest that we have here a modernization of some- 
thing like φάρεα λέφθ᾽ ὑφάουσ᾽ (ὑφόωσ᾽, cf. ἡ 105 αἱ δ᾽ ἱστοὺς 
iddwot. Doubtless the vulgate defies convincing emendation, 
but that cannot, and ought not to, protect it from due anim- 
adversion. 

ν 124] For δηλήσαιτο read φηλήσαιτο, Vv. θ 443 ff. (Note). 
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ν 128] Ζεῦ πάτερ, οὐκέτ᾽ ἐγώ γε μετ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσι 
τιμήεις ἔσομαι, ὅτε με βροτοὶ ov τι τίουσι, 
Φαίηκες, τοί πέρ τοι ἐμῆς ἔξ εἰσι γενέθλης. 

Here the gross hiatus, for so I must take leave to call it, in 
the third foot οὗ]. 129, may be taken to show that there has been 
an error of transliteration—a deliberate error it may be, invited 
and justified in the eyes of the transgressors by the too archaic 
form of the original text; but it is quite possible and probable 
that an accidental lipography started the corruption. This might 
easily be the case if the original stood thus :— 

τιμῆς ἔσσομ᾽ ὁμῶς 
Nothing could be easier than for OMOC to fall out between 
ECCOMAI and the following OTE, and then the expansion of 
τιμῆς into τιμήεις follows of necessity. The loss of the adverb 
with εἰμί would moreover be sustained without regret as an out- 
of-date expression contrary to the later idiom. 

As a matter of fact, however, the exact expression thus 
restored is found extant in I 605, though many editors perversely 
refuse to recognize it :— 

οὐκέθ᾽ ὁμῶς τιμῆς ἔσεαι πόλεμόν περ ἀλαλκών. 
Here τιμῆς is the reading of all the MSS. and of Aristarchus 
himself: yet an epically impossible τιμῇς for τιμήεις is accepted 
by some, and La Roche actually takes τιμῆς itself as a contraction 
of that adjective. 

Now the adverb with εἰμί, not with ἔχω as in later times, 
was the only true epic phrase, e.g. H 424, 1551, A 762, 838, 
E 333, A 336, &c., and the genitive is exactly the same as in the 
well-known idiom ds... τις εὐνοίας ἢ μνήμης ἔχοι (Thue, i. 22), 
καλῶς ἔχειν τῆς μέθης (Hdt. v. 20), πῶς ἔχει πλήθους ἐπισκοπεῖ 
(Plat. Gorg. 451 ©), ποῦ σοι τύχης ἕστηκεν ; (Soph. Ai. 102), πῶς 
ἀγῶνος ἥκομεν; (Eur. El. 751), τῆς τύχης γὰρ ὧδ᾽ ἔχω (Hel. 
857), being in all probability locatival as in ποῦ γῆς; ef. 
ὃ 639. 

There is nothing whatever in the construction of I 605, so 
explained, that can reasonably be regarded as impossible in 
Homeric Greek, and therefore I cannot agree with those critics 
who say or think that τιμῆς can hardly be taken as a genitive 
there. The true and most effective rendering is, ‘No longer wilt 
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thou be in a like position in respect of honour,’ and similarly in 
our passage Poseidon says :— 
οὐκέτ᾽ ἐγώ ye per ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσι 
τιμῆς ἔσσομ᾽ ὁμῶς 
‘No longer shall I be on a like footing in point of honour among 
the immortal gods’. 
ν 141] ov τί σ᾽ ἀτιμάζουσι θεοί: 

Such is the assurance given by Zeus: but the present tense 
is quite inadmissible. Poseidon’s fears are for the future. The 
mortals, the Phaeacians, have already put an affront upon him. 
If he tamely submits to it and allows them to go unpunished, 
then—and in that case only—he will lose caste among his fellow 
immortals. Therefore read :— 

ἀτιμήσουσι 
or, 88 is probably more correct in point of form, ἀτιμάσσουσι. 
ν 155] ὁππότε κεν δὴ πάντες ἐλαυνομένην προΐδωνται 

Perhaps δή has ousted τήν here. The pronoun certainly 
seems a desideratum, cf. 1. 163 ὅς pew λᾶαν ἔθηκε ----. 
ν 163] καὶ ἐρρίζωσεν ἔνερθε 

χειρὶ καταπρηνεῖ ἐλάσας" 

For the dative singular here I would substitute the plural, 
which seems to have been lost, despite the resultant injury to 
the metre, mainly because there was no apparent necessity for 
the god to use both hands. The restoration will stand thus :— 

χερσὶ καταπρηνέσσ᾽ ἐλάσας. 
But the expression may, I think, repay a little further examina- 
tion. The plural, we may see, is preserved in this phrase a few 
lines further on :— 
ν 198 ὦ πεπλήγετο μηρὼ 
χερσὶ καταπρηνέσσ᾽, 

as also in O 114, 398, where the whole clause is repeated. In 
these three places, however, the plural was not in serious danger, 
for it is well-nigh a physical impossibility to perform the action 
described with one hand only. Experto sibi quisque credat. 

We have one more instance of the plural :— 

τ 467 τὴν γρηὺς χείρεσσι καταπρηνέσσι λαβοῦσα, 
where the metre is just as efficient a protection. 

It now remains to look at the other passages, in which the 
singular appears. I find two only :— 
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II 791 
στὴ δ᾽ ὄπιθεν, πλῆξεν δὲ μετάφρενον εὐρέε τ᾽ ὥμω 
χειρὶ καταπρηνεῖ, στρεφεδίνηθεν δέ οἱ ὄσσε. 
Hymn. Apoll. 333 
χειρὶ καταπρηνεῖ δ᾽ ἔλασε χθόνα καὶ φάτο μῦθον. 
In the latter passage δ᾽ occupies an impossible position, and the 
plural χερσὶ καταπρήνεσσ᾽ with asyndeton is perhaps preferable : but 
ἐπεί ῥ᾽ for ἔπειτ᾽ (332) leaves no difficulty. We may compare :— 
1 568 πολλὰ δὲ καὶ γαῖαν πολυφόρβην χερσὶν ἀλοία. 

The case of II 792 is still more interesting. There it is 
noteworthy that our phrase is immediately followed by a 
formidable formation στρεφεδίνηθεν, the first and last appear- 
ance, as may be imagined, of that remarkable verb. On this 
unique monstrosity I base the restoration of the plural in this 
passage also :— 

χερσὶ καταπρήνεσσιν, ἐδίνηθεν δέ οἱ ὄσσε, 
‘and his eyes rolled wildly.’ It is as if Patroclus had been 
_ smitten with sudden epilepsy, one well-known feature of which 
is the twitching and rolling of the eyes. The concocter of 
στρεφεδίνηθεν doubtless thought to intensify the agony, and has 
perhaps not been altogether unsuccessful, if we are to regard, 
not the hero’s, but the hearer’s feelings. 

There is not the slightest difficulty in the use of the 
plural in any of these passages, though we can easily imagine 
the would-be improvers of Homer suggesting with profound 
but mistaken piety that in the case of Apollo (II 792) and 
of Poseidon (ν 164) the power of the god would be much more 
marked if the effect were produced by the stroke of one hand 
only. That consideration in itself would be enough: but if 
any additional motive for the displacement of the plural be 
desired, it may be found, so far as two out of our three passages 
are concerned, in the later disinclination to elide the « of the 
dat. except under absolute compulsion. See remarks on ε 328 ff. 
and x 460. In ὃ 137 ἦ ye πόσιν ἐπέεσσ᾽ is probably right. 
¥ 168] ὦ μοι, τίς δὴ νῆα θοὴν ἐκέδησ᾽ ἐνὶ πόντῳ 

οἴκαδ᾽ ἐλαυνομένην ; καὶ δὴ προὐφαίνετο πᾶσα. 

‘Ah me! who is this that hath bound our swift ship on the 

deep as she drave homewards? Even now she was clear in sight.’ 


(Butcher and Lang.) 
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The Phaeacian who made this remark was with his country- 
men at the harbour watching the approach of the ship that was 
now returning home after conveying Odysseus to Ithaca. Sud- 
denly Poseidon smote the ship and turned it into a stone or rock 
rooted to the sea-bottom (ll. 163-4). We have to remember, 
however, that these Phaeacian spectators did not exactly know 
what had happened. We are certain of this from the next 
line :— 

ὡς dpa τις εἴπεσκε τὰ δ᾽ οὐ ἴσαν ὡς ἐτέτυκτο. 

Now unfortunately the speech in question has been tampered 
with by some one who of course did know what had occurred, as 
given in 1. 163 :— 

ὅς μιν λᾶαν ἔθηκε καὶ ἐρρίζωσεν ἔνερθε, 
He knew, what no one of the gazing crowd could possibly be 
aware of from the evidence of his eyes, that the ship was turned 
into stone and immovably fixed to the bottom of the sea. The 
Phaeacian knew nothing of this, but only that the ship was 
one moment fully in sight. He and every one else could see all 
that ever can be seen of a vessel afloat, 
καὶ δὴ προεφαίνετο πᾶσα. 

The last word is important. Then in a moment the ship almost 
disappears, altogether disappears if you like; but total disap- 
pearance is not necessarily implied as may be shown. 

What could any one say at such a sudden catastrophe ? 
Would any one be likely to say ‘ Who has bound the ship fast ? ’ 
The circumstances of the case absolutely preclude the possibility 
of such a comment. The striking fact was that the ship had 
become in an instant almost invisible. What then did the 
Phaeacian really say? What could he say before it was ascer- — 
tained that the ship was bound fast? I suggest the following, 
changing two letters only :— 

ὦ μοι, tis δὴ νῆα θοὴν ὑπέδυσ᾽ ἐνὶ πόντῳ — ; 
‘Who hath sunk the ship to the water’s edge ? ’ 

There is a little difficulty in expressing this occurrence 
concisely in English, We have no verb which expresses the 
peculiar form of sinking to which the light Greek ships were 
subject. They did not as a matter of fact sink at all. They 
simply became water-logged and floated with the waves wash- 
ing over them, until they finally broke up (cf. Note on & 233). 

230 


BOOK XIII v 168-213 


Some parts of a vessel in this condition might still be visible. 
Dr. Monro in his edition has a pretty illustration (p. 19) of the 
Old Harbour of Corfu, showing a small island, which certainly 
strongly suggests a half-submerged vessel and might easily be 
mistaken for one if the buildings and the trees were removed. 
It is really a most apt illustration of this legend of the 
Phaeacian ship, to which indeed it may easily have given 
rise. Let the reader judge for himself. 


MT Ft: πὶ 
Te ae 


not elsewhere to be found in Homer, (we have the mid. ὑπεδύσετο 
ὃ 425 :— 
ὡς εἰποῦσ᾽ ὑπὸ πόντον ἐδύσετο κυμαίνοντα) 

it can hardly be doubted that ὑπέδυσε νῆα would be a legitimate 
and intelligible expression in epic Greek and, we might almost 
say, at any period of the language. It is enough to have the 
warrant, so far as it goes, of Herodotus, who has νῆα κατέδυσε 
more than once (viii. 87, 88, 90). 

This κατέδυσε might indeed here be accepted as the reading 
except for the need for a form, which could without much 
dislocation become the ἐπέδησ᾽ of our tradition. 

ν 208] μή πώς μοι ἕλωρ ἄλλοισι γένηται. 
I suggest μή μοί τι as in 1. 220 :--- 
χαῖρέ τε καὶ μή μοί τι κακῷ νόῳ ἀντιβολήσαις. 
ν 213} Ζεύς σφεας τίσαιτο ἱκετήσιος, ὅς τε καὶ ἄλλους --- 
Such is the accepted presentation of this line, certainly not a 
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favourable specimen of the Homeric metre. The objectionable 
feature is the third foot, presumably, but by courtesy only and not 
by right, a dactyl. 

As far as the evidence of MSS. is concerned, for σφέας, which 
no one adopts, there is absolute unanimity: for τίσαιτο there 
are PH post correcturam M Schol. 1 man.: for τίσαιθ᾽ FDUOL 
post correcturam Η Et. Flor. Lastly rica:ro is attributed to 
Aristarchus, τισάσθω or τίσασθαι to Zenodotus. 

The eorrections hitherto suggested are Ζεὺς σφεῖας rlras6” 
Barnes, Bekker*: Ζεὺς δέ σῴφεας rica Cobet, v. Misc. Crit. 
Pp. 331 ff., where the optative, as opposed to the imperative, is 
conclusively shown to be essential here. Cobet’s emendation 
is in my opinion undoubtedly the better of the two: but the 
assumed correspondence of δέ rather than ἀλλά to the Latin 
At in imprecations (At te dii deaeque perduint, &c., &c.) seems 
questionable. 

I venture to propose as a more likely original :— 

Ζεύς σφεας ἐκτίσαιθ᾽. 

The earliest writing would be ad plenum Ζεύς σφεας éxri- 
gato, of which one syllable must of course disappear. Is it 
not more reasonable to suppose that the almost otiose pre- 
position has been eliminated, than that a particle δέ has been 
removed from before odeas and left no trace in our tradition ὃ 
For the omission of a prep. cf. note on A 584 ad fin., where 
the hiatus in B 590, π 24, N 356, v 112 has been dealt with 
on the principle here applied. σφεας is of course frequently 
used without synizesis, e.g. 7 475 καί σῴφεας ὠίσθην τοὺς 
ἔμμεναι. 

Before quitting the passage I should like to suggest a better 
emendation of :— 

215 ἀλλ᾽ dye δὴ τὰ χρήματ᾽ ἀριθμήσω καὶ ἴδωμαι, ---- 
than Fick’s wild reconstruction ἀλλ᾽ ἄγ᾽ ἀριθμήσω τὰ χρήματα ἠδὲ 
ἴδωμαι. I would read :— 

GAN’ dye δὴ τάδε χρήματ᾽ ἀριθμήσω re ἴδω re. 

Xp does not necessarily lengthen a preceding short vowel, only 
indeed in arsis, and for the end of the verse as restored surely no 
defence is needed. 
ν 234] ἦέ τις ἀκτὴ 

κεῖθ᾽ ἁλὶ κεκλιμένη ἐριβώλακος ἠπείροιο ; 
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The metre would be considerably improved, without any 
detriment to the meaning, if κεκλιμένης were read instead of 
κεκλιμένη. The nom. may be due to the influence of a line in 
the Hymn to Apollo, 24 :— 

ἀκταί τ᾽ eis ἅλα κεκλιμέναι λιμένες τε θαλάσσης. 

A further question is suggested by this line. Should κεῖϑ᾽ ἁλί 
be εἰς dAa? 

There certainly seems to be a touch of modern heightening in 
the picturesque direction in this verb. The verb is not required 
here any more than in the opening clause :— 

ἢ πού τις νήσων εὐδείελος ---- ; 
ν 2427 ἢ) τοι μὲν τρηχεῖα καὶ οὐχ ἱππήλατός ἐστιν, 
οὐδὲ λίην λυπρή, ἀτὰρ οὐδ᾽ εὐρεῖα τέτυκται. 

For οὐδ᾽ in 1. 243 it is only fair to say most of the MSS. have 
οὐκ. Two MSS. and Aristarchus are responsible for οὐδ᾽, which 
indeed neither Aristarchus nor any one else would have intro- 
duced here out of his own head. No editor prints the easier οὐκ, 
and so the vulgate alone need be considered here. I believe 
the error of the tradition is in the preceding word drdp, and 
will state at once what I hold to be the true reading of the 
line :— 

οὐδὲ λίην λυπρὴ τόσον, οὐδ᾽ εὐρεῖα τέτυκται. 

Now the necessity for the rejection of the vulgate does not 
depend upon the question of the validity of hiatus licitus. It 
is not my primary intention to select deliberately θυμοβόρου 
ἔριδος μένεϊ as examples of erroneous readings in our accepted 
text instances of mere hiatus licitus, yet I find it neither possible 
nor desirable out of deference to a mistaken and misleading 
theory which happens to be in vogue to leave untouched such 
ἃ. passage as the one here given. If we disregard the hiatus 
then altogether, it is still pretty clear that ἀτὰρ οὐδέ is here 
impossible. There is no conceivable, or at any rate no admis- 
sible, rendering of these words other than ‘but not even’. Now 
if any one is satisfied with such a sentence as ‘neither is it 
a very poor island, but it is not even wide’, because forsooth the 
tradition or Aristarchus has it so, he will of course champion the 
cause of the vulgate. But doubtless there will be others who are 
a little more exacting. 
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Another consideration telling against ἀτὰρ οὐδέ is that it only 
occurs once again in Homer :— 
E 485 τύνη δ᾽ ἕστηκας, ἀτὰρ οὐδ᾽ ἄλλοισι κελεύεις. 
ἔνθ there although the sense ‘but not even’ is quite appro- 
priate, yet the line is doubtful, and Homeric usage gives strong 
warrant (v. Journ. Phil. xxiv. ἢ. 275 f.) for my proposed correc- 
tion :— 
τύνη δ᾽ ἕστηκας éxds, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλοισι κελεύεις. 

As in that case the appeal was made to Homer himself so 
the restoration here is immediately derived from the poet’s own 
words elsewhere :— 

ο 405 ov τι περιπληθὴς λίην τόσον, ἀλλ᾽ ἀγαθὴ μέν, 
The expression there though verbally different is very similar 
in type to our line (v 243) and like it occurs in the description of an 
island, conf. remarks on Hymn. Herm. 199 (Note on { 273 ff. ad fin.). 

The idiomatic combination λίην τόσον may also be found :-— 

8 371 νήπιός εἰς, ὦ ξεῖνε, λίην τόσον ἠδὲ χαλίφρων — ; 
and the use οὗ τόσον may be further illustrated by that of τοῖον 
with adjectives and adverbs, Ψ 246 (τύμβον), ἀλλ᾽ ἐπιεικέα τοῖον, 
Ὑ 321 és πέλαγος μέγα τοῖον, A 135, 282 (θάνατος) ἀβληχρὸς μάλα 
τοῖος (Lb τοῖον), ο 451 κερδαλέον δὴ τοῖον, a 209 θαμὰ τοῖον, ὃ 776, 
ἢ 30 σιγῇ τοῖον, υ 302 σαρδάνιον μάλα τοῖον. Compare also the 
adjoining (ν 238) οὐδέ τι λίην | οὕτω νώνυμός ἐστιν. 

It is worth remarking that λίην τόσον where the words are 
together has escaped interference; but here, where they stand 
separated by the interposed λυπρή, τόσον has failed to maintain 
itself. The inference is that proximjty of parts is the best safe- 
guard of an entirely obsolete formula, while conversely the integrity 
of but a slight deviation from a famjliar turn of expression is 
better secured by moderate distance. Compare how τὸν μέν has 
fared in ε 266 (Note). 

ν 846] alyiBoros δ᾽ ἀγαθὴ καὶ BovBoros ἔστι μὲν ὕλη 
παντοίη, ἐν δ᾽ ἀρδμοὶ ἐπηετανοὶ παρέασι. 

Here again we have a hiatus similar to the one in 1. 235, 
except that for it no one claims privilege. 

If, however, we restore the Homeric idiom, the line need suffer 
from no hiatus. Let us simply read ;--- 

ἔστι μὲν ὕλης 
παντοίης —. 
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Compare x 159 ἐκ νομοῦ ὕλης ‘from his woodland pasture’. The 
island is certainly not a wood; but it is possessed of all sorts of 
forest trees, which is precisely what the genitive would express. 
Compare Monro, H. 6. ὃ 147. 
ν 262] οὕνεκά με στερέσαι τῆς ληΐδος ἤθελε πάσης 

Τρωϊάδος, τῆς εἵνεκ᾽ ἐγὼ πάθον ἄλγεα θυμῷ ---. 

Στερέσαι for στερῆσαι is rather a startling form, especially as 
its chief support is to be sought from the Anthology (11. 124 and 
9. 174). It comes doubtless from Orph. Arg. 1330, where it 
might well be allowed to remain untroubled. It has no shadow 
of claim to belong to the old Epic. It stands alone and un- 
supported in this passage, in which it never would have appeared 
at all in all probability save for the desire to eliminate something 
too archaic for toleration. This I suggest was fojoa: or as it 
would appear after the transliteration ῥῆσαι (v. Note on a 403). 
In the archaic writing it would be PECAI. Clearly the line :— 

οὕνεκά με ῥῆσαι τῆς Anidos ἤθελε πάσης 
is in many degrees better than what the tradition has conveyed, 
while the deviation therefrom merely amounts to the omission of 
three letters ore- as I have shown. 

Unfortunately, however improved, the line cannot even so be 
considered satisfactory. τῆς Anidos exhibits the later article, for 
the explanation that με τῆς = ἐμῆς is hardly likely to gain 
acceptance, and another very doubtful point is the genitive 
itself, for whioh the accusative would seem to he required by 
Homeric usage. 

Furthermore in |. 263 the epithet Τρωιάδος is questionable. 
The word is only to be found in the Iliad: three times as a sub- 
stantive (2 122, X 514, Ὦ 215), and again three times with 
γυναῖκας (I 139, 281, Π 831). Generally ‘Trojan’ is expressed 
by Tpwixds or Τρῳός. 

With so many doubtful points the lines cannot for a moment 
be accepted in their present form as archaic, yet as they are 
necessary to the story we cannot take the rough and ready 
method of excising a paragraph. The inference I would draw 
is this, a very important and far-reaching one, that hardly any 
amount of later forms would of itself be sufficient to justify the 
rejection of a passage. As to this passage itself, it has evidently 
been tampered with to such an extent that no convincing restora- 
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tion could possibly be offered. Solely then as an unsupported 
speculation I proceed to submit a couplet which might have 
stood here :— 

οὕνεκά pe ῥῆσαι Towns ἔθελ᾽ ἥμισυ πάσης 

Anidos, ἧς ἕνεκ᾽ αὐτόθ᾽ ἐγὼ πάθον ἄλγεα θυμῷ —. 
‘For that he wished to take from me half of the Trojan booty, for 
the sake of which I endured on the spot sufferings of soul.’ 

This it will be observed makes the proposal of Orsilochus 
a little more reasonable, and more likely to be entertained by the 
authorities when brought forward. A reviser of the poem on 
the other hand might be disposed rather to increase the justifica- 
tion Odysseus had for his prompt and severe retaliation. 

ν 283] of δὲ χρήματ᾽ ἐμὰ γλαφυρῆς ἐκ νηὸς ἑλόντες ---. 

Read οἱ δὲ κτήματ᾽, v. Note on θ 352. 

ν 305} ὥχασαν οἴκαδ᾽ ἰόντι ἐμῇ βονλῇ τε νόῳ τε. 

Here I suggest οἴκαδ᾽ ἰόντ ὥπασσαν. The mere transposition 
of the οἴκαδ᾽ ὥπασσαν which suffices for 1. 121 (Nauck) is not 
a complete remedy here. 

ν 827} ταῦτ᾽ ἀγορευέμεναι, iv’ ἐμὰς φρένας ἠπεροπεύσῃς —. 

This may easily have derived from :— 

ταῦτ᾽ ἀγορενέμεν, al κεν ἐμὰς ppevas —. 
as the placing of the comma is the main alteration involved. 
ν 8344] GAN dye τοι δείξω Ἰθάκης Eos, ὄφρα πεποίθῃς. 

Ἰθάκης is clearly not here in place. It has probably super- 
seded γαίης or νήσου, not without metrical detriment. 
ν 359] αἴ κεν ἐᾷ πρόφρων pe Διὸς θυγάτηρ ἀγελείη 

αὐτόν τε ζώειν καί μοι φίλον υἱὸν ἀέξῃ. 

The corruption of the text in this passage, though it has not 
obscured the meaning, is of moment because it conveys a mis- 
leading idea of Homeric usage in more than one respect. The 
first point, and for accurate scholarship perhaps the most im- 
portant, is the illegitimate position of the enclitic pronoun pe in 
the first line. The best defence for the tradition, as I judge, 
would be this. We might urge that there is a certain emphasis 
on the verb ἐᾷ which makes the trajection permissible, while 
again the closeness of the connexion of πρόφρων with ἐᾷ gives 
the two words a unity that allows them to be treated as one 
and indivisible. See Note on a 37. If there were no other 
peculiar features about the vulgate, I think this defence might 
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avail, at any rate so far as to render the acceptance of any emenda- 
tion very improbable. 
We come now to the second point, the use of πρόφρων as 
a feminine adjective. It is true none of the later Greeks would 
have thought of the form as in any special degree masculine rather 
than feminine; yet we shall find quite enough reason to believe 
that in the epic period the case was different. In Homer we have 
a peculiar feminine of pretty frequent occurrence, πρόφρασσα :— 
K 290 πρόφρασσα παρέστης. 
® 500 πρόφρασσα per ἀθανάτοισι θεοῖσιν---- 
ε 161 μάλα πρόφρασσ᾽ ἀποπέμψω. 
x 486 ἀλλ᾽ εἰ δὴ πρόφρασσα πιεῖν--- 
ν 391 πρόφρασσ᾽ ἐπαρήγοις. 
It may be noted in passing that πρόφρων as masculine is found 
in twenty places at least (A 77, 150, 543; Θ 23, 175; I 480; 
= 71,357; Ρ 353; Ψ 647; B 230, 387; « 8; 6498; «355; ξ 54, 
406; 7 398; v 372; Ψ 314). The same form as feminine only 
here and apparently in two other places :— 
€ 143 αὐτάρ οἱ πρόφρων ὑποθήσομαι---- 
It would be easy to alter this to πρόφρασσ᾽ ὑποθήσομαι, bringing 
it into conformity with the usage that follows a few lines further 
on, € 161, already quoted: but the fact is ll. 143-4 are probably 
spurious, as has already been suspected. The other instance :— 
K 244 οὗ περὶ μὲν πρόφρων κραδίη καὶ θυμὸς ἀγήνωρ--- 
is really no exception at all, κραδίη καὶ θυμός being a combination 
as familiar as πόδες καὶ γούνατα, and amenable to the same treat- 
ment :— 
O 269 ὡς Ἕκτωρ λαιψηρὰ πόδας καὶ yowvar ἐνώμα 
X 24. Cf. O 344 where also, as Dr. Leaf says, the two nouns 
‘form a single idea’. 
It appears then that πρόφρων 88 a feminine form is of doubt- 
ful validity, for Homer. 
The testimony of the Hymns which are called Homeric may 
be noticed. We have :— 
Hymn. Dem. 140 πρόφρων, οἷα γυναικὸς ἀφήλικος ἔργα τέτυκται" 
» », 226 παῖδα δέ τοι πρόφρων ὑποδέξομαι; --- 
πρόφρασσ᾽ is metrically admissible in both examples. In Hymn. 
xxx. 18 πρόφρων δ᾽ ἀντ᾽ φδῆς no one would dream of making a 
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correction; but even in the same Hymn it is transparently obvious 
that I. 7 
ὁ δ᾽ ὄλβιος, dv xe σὺ θυμῷ 
πρόφρων τιμήσῃς, 
said of Gaea, should be πρόφρονι τιμήσης, that is if @ 40 and X 184 
be not entirely forgotten. 

But however matters stand with the Hymns, in our passage 
of Homer (ν 359) the substitution of πρόφρασσα for πρόφρων pe 
would be by no means improbable, apart from all question as to 
the position of the pronoun. No other inference can be drawn 
from the facts. 

To pass now to the third and final point to be examined in 
connexion with the couplet we are discussing, in αὐτόν re ζώειν 
the re being followed by καί should mean both; but this can only 
be so, if the verb that comes after the καί be coordinate with 
ζώειν, which unfortunately is not the case here either in sense or 
grammar. This difficulty has been felt of old, and accordingly 
some of the MSS. give défey, which restores the grammatical 
balance, but makes utter wreck of the sense. The modern in- 
clination is rather to let grammatical exactness go by the board 
and to take refuge in some kind of anacoluthon. ‘ Riickkehr 
zum verbum finitum’ (Ameis-Hentze). The fact of the matter 
is that if there were no re after αὐτόν, the subjunctive is so natural 
that no editor would ever dream of noting it as a ‘ Riickkehr’ ; 
the καί would simply unite ἐᾷ and its belongings to dé& and 
its belongings. The remark really implies that dé is for défew, 
a disastrous and quite fatal consequence, which the presence of re 
necessitates, 

Having now seen that there is good cause for mistrust of the 
traditional reading, we may be more ready to consider a sugges- 
tion whereby all these difficulties may be removed. Accordingly 
I submit the following as a restoration of the original :— 

al x’ ἐάῃ πρόφρασσα Διὸς θυγάτηρ ἀγελείη 

αὐτὸν ἐμὲ ζώειν καί μοι φίλον υἱὸν ἀέξῃ. 
This reading has been in part at least anticipated by the sugges- 
tions of others; ai κε μ᾽ ἐᾷ πρόφρασσα was proposed by F. Schnorr 
v. Carolsfeld and ai «x ἐάῃ πρόφρων pe is read by van Leeuwen 
and da Costa. The responsibility for the removal of re and the 
substitution of ἐμέ I take upon my own shoulders. 
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If it be asked why re ever got into the line at all, the answer 
is that it came naturally enough from the association of r 388 
where it stands with unexceptional fitness :— 

ἀλλὰ ponents 
αὐτόν τε ζώειν καὶ ἔχειν πατρώϊα πάντα. 

Afterwards the temptation to find room for the ousted pronoun 
by changing the obsolete πρόφρασσα into the familiar πρόφρων 
would hardly be seriously resisted in spite of, or rather because of, 
the deep reverential respect for Homer prevalent in classical times 
wherever the Greek language was spoken and understood. 

ν 3878} μνώμενοι ἀντιθέην ἄλοχον καὶ Eva διδόντες" 

The line is also read A 117, and yet the double occurrence 
cannot induce me to abandon my suspicions as to its authenticity 
in its present shape. 

The contracted form pywyevoe for μναόμενοι is doubtless 
legitimate. The usage of μνάομαι gives it sufficient counte- 
nance. At the same time there are several passages in which 
the uncontracted forms ought to be, and frequently are, restored 
by editors, e.g. ξ 91 μνάεσθ᾽, b 326 μνάοντ᾽, π 431 μνάεαι. There 
is no other instance of the participle in Homer, but in Hymn. Apoll. 
209 μνωόμενος (6 coniectura) is read, and as all the oblique cases 
of the plural would have to be of this form for admission into 
the hexameter at all, the tendency would be rather towards the 
adoption of the uncontracted form in the nom. case also. 

Primarily, however, suspicion falls upon the adjective ἀντιθέην, 
and for the annexed reason: ἀντίθεος, although anything but 
a rare word, is nowhere else applied to Penelope, nor indeed to 
any woman either in the Iliad or in the Odyssey. This can 
hardly be an accident. 

Accordingly I hazard the conjecture, not palaeographically 
a violent one, that the original was in both passages :— 

μνωόμενοί τε τεὴν ἄλοχον καὶ ἕδνα διδόντες" 
The gravamen of the charge against the island-princes really rests 
upon the pronoun. ἔδνα διδόντες implies no offence in itself: it 
is a transgression, if it be ἀλόχῳ : it is an exasperating personal 
insult as well, if it be rep ἀλόχῳ. 

Similarly in v 336 πρίν γέ τι (γ᾽ Et) σῆς ἀλόχου πειρήσεαι---- I 
would recall this form of the pronoun of the second person ; 

πρίν ye τεῆς ἀλόχου —-. 
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¥ 379] ἡ δὲ σὸν αἰεὶ νόστον ὀδυρομένη κατὰ θυμὸν —. 

‘Ever lamenting thy return’ is the natural meaning of the 
words ; but as this totally misrepresents the feelings of Penelope, 
we have to force the phrase either into ‘tearfully desiring thy 
return’ or ‘lamenting thy non-return’. The corruption is I 
believe in ὀδυρομένη, which has effected a lodgement here, because 
lamentation is so much the normal state of Penelope. I suggest 
as the true reading :— 

ἡ δὲ σὸν αἰεὶ νόστον ὀιομένη κατὰ θυμὸν ---. 
ν 8861] ἀλλ’ aye μῆτιν ὕφηνον, ὅπως ἀποτίσομαι αὐτούς: 

For αὐτούς read ἄνδρας, cf. p 540 βίας ἀποτίσεται ἀνδρῶν. 

ν 8389] al κέ μοι ὡς μεμαυῖα παρασταίης, γλαυκῶπι, 
καί κε τριηκοσίοισιν ἐγὼν ἄνδρεσσι μαχοίμην 
σὺν σοί, πότνα θεά, ὅτε μοι πρόφρασσ᾽ ἐπαρήγοις. 

Rejecting 1. 391 with Bekker, as an adaptation from K 290. 

I would write the two lines thus :— 

al κέ μοι; ὦ γλαυκῶπι, παραστήῃς μεμαυῖα, 

καί κε τριηκοσίοισιν ἐγὼν ἄνδρεσσι μαχοίμην. 
Compare a 287 εἰ μέν κεν --- ἀκούσῃς, } κε ---- τλαίης. Cf. B 218 f. 
λ 104-5 ἀλλ᾽ ἔτι μέν xe — ἵκοισθε, αἴ κ᾽ ἐθέλῃς. 

Also A 110-11 = p 137 f. © 556 ff. εἰ δ᾽ ἂν ---- ἐάσω ---- φεύγω, 
— ἂν ἀπονεοίμην. P 38 ff. ἦ κε --- γενοίμην, εἴ κεν--- βάλω. Cf. 
Ὡ 653, where ἐξείπῃ and γένηται should be read, as I have else- 
where urged. . 

ν 4057 ὅς τοι ὑῶν ἐπίουρος, ὁμῶς δέ τοι ἥπια οἷδε, 
παῖδά τε σὸν φιλέει καὶ ἐχέφρονα Πηνελόπειαν. 

The difficulty of ὁμῶς in ὁμῶς δέ τοι ἥπια olde is very great, 
and the explanations conflicting. It is quite impossible to agree 
with Ameis that it means ‘equally with the swine’. He feels as 
much attachment to you as he does to his charges. Very forved 
too is the explanation which makes it refer to Telemachus and 
Penelope, who are mentioned in the next line. And in o 39, 
where the line stands by itself, this view cannot be applied. 
Dr. Monro takes ὁμῶς roe together to express agreement, while 
ἥπια expresses friendship, both together making up the complex 
notion of sympathy. This is very ingenious indeed, but hardly 
Homeric. Others have recourse to emendation, and we have ὁμῶς 
δ᾽ éry Bergk, but the noun is férys; and vids ὥς Lentz, which 
seems unmetrical. 
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My suggestion is that the difficulty arises from the omission 

of ἔτι, and that we should write :— 
ὁμῶς δ᾽ ἔτι τ᾽ ἥπια olde. 

Suppose this appeared without elision :--- 

ὁμῶς δὲ ἔτι τοι ἥπια olde. 
Obviously the preservation of τοι without elision would involve 
the sacrifice of ἔτι. With ἔτι it becomes fairly clear that ὁμῶς 
refers to time and that the ellipse is τῷ πάρος, ‘the same as 
before.’ On the other hand, without the indication given by ὅτι, 
we can hardly be surprised that ὁμῶς has created the difficulty 
which the passage suffers from. 

There is one other passage in which ὁμῶφ is used in 
this sense ‘the same as before’, ‘as he did previously’ (from 
Lemnos) :— 

© 62 ἢ dp ὁμῶς καὶ κεῖθεν ἐλεύσεται, 
where, however, there is little possibility of its being misunder- 
stood. 


BOOK XIV (6). 
£ 12] τὸ μέλαν Spvds ἀμφικεάσσας. 


There are two versions, (1) chopping round, i.e. dressing, the 
heart of the oak, (2) cutting away the bark from the oak. The 
former is more suitable to the words, but does not represent 
a very likely method of making palisades. But it is less 
necessary to consider this, because the expression τὸ μέλαν δρυός 
is obviously not Homeric. The tradition is derived from the 
Aeschylean fragment :— 

κρεμάσασα τόξον πίτνος ἐκ μελανδρύου. 
Whatever μελανδρύου may have meant, it is impossible to deny its 
connexion with the expression before us, and yet it is incon- 
ceivable that Aeschylus had in view τὸ μέλαν δρυός, for clearly 
μελανδρύου in his phrase has nothing whatever to do with δρυός, 
‘oak.? And if Aeschylus did not borrow from Homer, the 
only conclusion possible is that the present Homeric reading is 
a far-fetched and indeed irrational adaptation from his μελανδρύου, 
which lends itself very easily to the purpose, but only if we take 
it by iteelf and entirely forget its combination with the word 
πίτνος. 
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Assuming then that the vulgate is hopeless and untenable, 
can we form any probable conjecture to restore it? It seems to 
me that the curious τὸ μέλαν (the heart of oak is not black 
at all, though very old oak may become so on the surface) 
may well have come from μέλινον (Υ. p 339). If 80, δρυός is utterly 
wrong, and I would replace it by £’Aov—neither Spios (-ov) nor δόρν 
seem satisfactory—thus reaching :— 

μέλινον ξύλον ἀμφικεάσσας 
‘dressing timber of ash’, which at any rate affords a definite and 
intelligible sense. 
ξ 15] πεντήκοντα σύες χαμαιευνάδες ἐρχατόωντο 

We have χαμαιεῦναι in Π 235. The special form of the 
adjective to suit the gender is in.itself suspicious, and in view of 
the fact that éépyw, not ἔργω, is Homeric (v. Note on ξ 411), we 
may safely read here :— 
χαμαιεῦναι ἐερχατόωντο. 

Cf. εὐχεταόμαι, ναιετάω. 
E19] --- ζατρεφέων σιάλων τὸν ἄριστον ἁπάντων 

Read ὃς ἄριστος, a8 also ll. 108, 414. Similarly for οἱ νέοι 
(1. 61) οἷ νέοι. 
£36] πυκνῇσιν λιθάδεσσιν' ὁ δὲ προσέειπεν dvaxra: 

Here a little word has been lost, because the elision of -ἰ was 
not relished (v. ν 164). 1 entertain no doubt whatever that we 
should read :— 

πυκνῇσιν λιθάδεσσ᾽" ὃ δὲ ὃν προσέειπε ἄνακτα" v. Note on v 33. 
ξ 41] v. Note on £151. 
§ 70] καὶ γὰρ κεῖνος ἔβη ᾿Αγαμέμνονος εἵνεκα τιμῆς ----. 

Perhaps ἔβαιν᾽ rather than ἔβη, if we may judge from 

Y 311 :— | 

ἂν δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔβαιν᾽ αὐτός κατὰ δ᾽ ἡνία τεῖνεν ὀπίσσω. 
and the use of the imperf. in A 437. There are but two other 
instances of ἔβη, βῆ with the long quantity of ἡ before an open 
vowel in the Odyssey, o 547 and ¢@ 51. Both may be removed by 
writing ἔβαιν᾽, βαῖν. Compare also β 416, y 12. 
112] v. Note on a 268. 
£117] φὴς δ᾽ αὐτὸν φθίσθαι ᾿Αγαμέμνονος εἵνεκα τιμῆς 

Read φὴς δ᾽ αὐτὸν μὲν φθίσθ᾽ ᾿Αγαμέμνονος ---. 

This use οὗ μέν needs no illustration from Homer. It is familiar 
to every reader. For elision v. Note on ¢ 522. 
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ξ 122] ὦ γέρον, οὔ τις κεῖνον ἀνὴρ ἀλαλήμενος ἐλθὼν 
ἀγγέλλων πείσειε γυναῖκά τε καὶ φίλον vidv 

Here van Herwerden’s οὔ κέν τις τόν is nearly satisfactory : 
but ov τίς κεν τόν. seems better because it is palaeographically 
closer to the tradition. As ov τις may be regarded as practically 
one word, no serious objection can be taken to the order. Cf. ds 
ris κε (y 385). 

Van Leeuwen and da Costa’s εἴ τις κεῖνον, ‘ut sit optantis 
exclamatio,’ cannot be considered probable. 
£126] ὃς δέ κ᾽ ἀλητεύων Ἰθάκης és δῆμον ἵκηται, 

ἐλθὼν ἐς δέσποιναν ἐμὴν ἀπατήλια βάζει" 

ἡ δ᾽ εὖ δεξαμένη φιλέει καὶ ἕκαστα μεταλλᾷ, 

καί οἱ ὀδυρομένῃ βλεφάρων ἄπο δάκρνα πίπτει, 
ἣ θέμις ἐστὶ γυναικός, ἐπεὶ πόσις ἄλλοθ᾽ ὄληται. 

Of these five lines two in my opinion should be removed as 
later accretions. The first is 1. 128, which is wholly detrimental 
to the picture. The good reception and kind treatment might 
be tolerated, though it comes a little too soon perhaps; but 
the critical questioning is not to be attributed to the lady. 
She hears the false tales with emotion that finds relief in 
tears, not in questions; that would upset the whole romance. 

The second is 1. 130, the very model of an interpolation. 
It begins even more successfully than 1. 128. Ἢ θέμις ἐστὶ 
γυναικός is a very veracious piece of moralizing ; but having got 
so far the interpolator was ‘ gravelled for lack of matter’, and 
gave himself away by adding ἐπεὶ πόσις ἀλλοθ᾽ ὄληται. He 
forgot that the very essence of the tramps’ tales was necessarily 
to the effect that the missing husband was not dead but 
still alive. No tramp could possibly be so blind to his own 
interest in the matter of reward as not to bear this in 
mind. 

ὃς δέ κ᾿ ἀλητεύων Ἰθάκης és δῆμον ἵκηται, 
ἐλθὼν ἐς δέσποιναν ἐμὴν ἀπατήλια βάζει, 
καί οἱ ὀδυρομένῃ βλεφάρων ἄπο δάκρνα πίπτει. 

Here we have the graphic truth undiluted with rhapsodical 
amplification. καί of v. Monro on I. 112. 
£195] ἢ τόν γ᾽ ἐν πόντῳ φάγον ἰχθύες, ὀστέα δ᾽ αὐτοῦ 

κεῖται ἐπ᾿ ἠπείρου ψαμάθῳ εἰλυμένα πολλῇ. 
What is αὐτοῦ at the end of 1.135? ‘Of him’? Surely. 
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not, after τόν ye. Or is it ‘there’? Hardly I submit. The 
bones cannot very well be ‘in the deep’, ἐν πόντῳ, if they are 
ἐπ᾿ ἠπείρου. May we not restore the obsolete but epic αὕτως here, 
as in QO 413 (κεῖται). --αὕτως ἐν κλισίῃσι᾽ v 281 ἀλλ᾽ αὕτως ἀποβάντες 
ἐκείμεθα —. ἋΣ 338 κείσεαι αὕτως, and read :--- 
ἠὲ τὸν ἐν πόντῳ φάγον ἰχθύες, ὀστέα δ᾽ αὕτως ---. 

Cf. w 291 ἠέ ποθ᾽ ἐν πόντῳ φάγον ἰχθύες. 
ξ 1427 οὐδέ νυ τῶν ἔτι τόσσον ὀδύρομαι, ἱέμενός περ 

ὀφθαλμοῖσι ἰδέσθαι ἐὼν ἐν πατρίδι γαίῃ" 

ἀλλά μ' ᾿Οδυσσῆος πόθος αἴνυται οἰχομένοιο. 

The difficulty in the first line is that the MSS. are almost 
unanimous for ἀχνύμενος, which will scan, while the editors are 
almost all for ἱέμενος, which will not. On the other hand ἱέμενος 
gives 1. 143 8 satisfactory construction, which ἀχνύμενος fails 
to do. 

I think I have found the solution of this crux, and propose 
to read the lines thus, with one word only (ἐών) altered :— 

οὐδέ vu τῶν ἔτι τόσσον ὀδύρομαι, ἀχνύμενός περ᾽ 

ἀλλά p Ὀδυσσῆος πόθος αἴννται οἰχομένοιο 

ὀφθαλμοῖσι ἰδέσθαι ἑῇ ἐν πατρίδι γαίῃ. 
The last line is added in true Homeric fashion, and is defensible 
enough as an explanation of the πόθος ᾽Οδυσσῆος, ‘ that I should 
see him with mine eyes in his own native land.’ Yet there is 
enough in it to awaken doubts in the mind of the grammatical 
stickler, and it really seems not such a bad stroke to shift its 
position and by merely altering é¢7 to enhance the filial affection 
of Eumaeus in a surprising manner. 
ξ 151] ἀλλ᾽ ἐγὼ οὐκ αὕτως μυθήσομαι, ἀλλὰ σὺν ὅρκῳ, 

ὡς νέεται Ὀδυσεύς. 

By all means let us replace the unmetrical ὡς νέεται Ὀδυσεύς 
by the more idiomatic and—except for the omission of κε 
which might easily be lost—palaeographically identical ex- 
pression :— 
as xe vénr Ὀδυσεύς. 

Metrical suitability is not by any means the sole or main 
recommendation of this reading. It reinstates a phrase that 
would naturally, ay, almost inevitably, fall from the lips of 
an epic poet in this connexion, as indeed may be seen 
from :— 
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α 85 ὄφρα τάχιστα 

νύμφῃ ἐνπλοκάμῳ εἴπῃ νημερτέα βουλήν, 
νόστον Ὀδυσσῆος ταλασίφρονος, ὧς κε νέηται. 
205 φράσσεται ὧς κε νέηται, ἐπεὶ πολυμήχανός ἐστιν. 

From these and similar passages it may fairly be doubted 
whether the common doctrine that xe with subjunctive states 
a fact with less positiveness and emphasis than the future 
indicative is altogether to be relied upon. 

I find in this same book, and it may as well be noticed 
at once, another instance of hiatus as bad as the above, or even 
worse :-— ) 

41 ἧμαι, ἄλλοισιν δὲ σύας σιάλους ἀτιτάλλω 
I would suggest as a probable remedy, certainly a tolerable 
one :— 
jp 38 
‘I sit as I am’, or ag Aristarchus would have it,—not quite 
accurately though, except in sueh expressions as the present 
one, ‘ here I sit.’ 
Not very dissimilar is the case of : — 
E 684 Πριαμίδη, μὴ δή με ἕλωρ Δαναοῖσιν ἐάσῃς 
κεῖσθαι, GAN’ ἐπάμυνοκ" 

I have long been of opinion that wa have here a result of the 
disinclination to recognize frankly an ordinary epic elision, 
and that the true presentation should he :— 

κεῖσθ' ὧδ᾽, ἀλλ᾽ ἐπάμυνον" ‘to lie here.’ 
We may compare the contrasted expression ® 184 κεῖσ᾽ οὕτως, 
‘Lie thou there.’ ὧδε is just as appropriate in the mouth of 
the wounded Sarpedon as οὕτως is to the victorious Achilles. 
ξ 163 ] καὶ τίσεται ὅς τις éxelvou 

ἐνθάδ᾽ ἀτιμάζει ἄλοχον καὶ φαίδιμον υἱόν. 

Undoubtedly ἀτιμάζῃ is required here by both grammatical 
usage and the laws of metre. Hermann (Op. iv. 40), reading 
κεν for τις, says: ‘ hic aut ἀτιμάζῃ scribendum aut, servato indica- 
tivo, ὅς res, quod alii libri habent.’ But ὅς τις, which is read 
in nearly every MS., should certainly be followed by the subj. 
Compare v 335 :— 

γήμασθ᾽ ὅς τις ἄριστος ἀνὴρ καὶ πλεῖστα πόρῃσιν, 
a 352, € 448, 6 210, μ 41, v 214, € 106, o 401, σ 336, with many 
others both in the Odyssey and the Iliad. In the few cases where 
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the indicative occurs rightly after és τις a particular individual is 
more or less plainly indicated, e.g. E 175. 
€ 171} ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τοι ὅρκον μὲν ἐάσομεν, αὐτὰρ ᾽Οδυσσεὺς 

ἔλθοι ὅπως μιν ἐγώ γ᾽ ἐθέλω καὶ Πηνελόπεια 

Λαέρτης θ᾽ ὃ γέρων καὶ Τηλέμαχος θεοειδής. 

Fick and Kirchhoff reject from ]. 171 to 1. 184; but the case 
against the whole passage should not be prejudiced by these three 
lines which seem to be certainly spurious. The opening words 
are borrowed, with but one alteration that ruins the metre, from 
1. 183. Moreover the oath has already been taken, Il. 158-9. 
The rest is leather and prunella. Lastly ἔλθοι ὅπως ἐθέλω is at 
least questionable Greek. Yet Seeck and others, who reject 
ll. 174-84, will not have these lines questioned. ‘Sed ipsi poetae 
hos deberi iure statuisse videtur Seeck ’ (van L. and da C.)! 
ἐξ 178] φρένας ἔνδον ἐΐσας ---. 

Read ἔνδον ἐούσας (v. Note on A 338 ad fin.). Without this 
qualification here φρένας following δέμας καὶ εἶδος (177) would 
naturally be taken in its purely physical sense. 

E1938] εἴη μὲν νῦν vow ἐπὶ χρόνον ἠμὲν ἐδωδὴ 
ἠδὲ μέθυ γλυκερὸν κλισίης ἔντοσθεν ἐοῦσι, . 
δαίνυσθαι ἀκέοντ᾽, ἄλλοι δ᾽ ἐπὶ ἔργον ἕποιεν' 

Odysseus here proposes in the form of a wish, that Eumaeus 
and himself should stay indoors for a time and take food and 
wine, while the others attend to the work outside. There is a 
noticeable metrical difficulty in 1. 195, the hiatus in δαίνυσθαι 
dxéovr, and as usual it is accompanied by a commensurate failure 
in the sense. 

The intention of Odysseus is that he and his entertainer 
should have an opportunity of conversing quietly without being 
incommoded by the presence of witnesses. Accordingly we find 
that the two words just quoted are rendered ‘to feast or dine 
quietly’, ‘in quiet’ (Butcher and Lang), ‘ruhig ungestért’ 
(Ameis-Hentze). Unfortunately, I fear, this is not the true 
sense Of dxéovre. It is merely a loose and inaccurate rendering 
designed to suit the special case. The real meaning is ‘in 
silence’, ‘holding our tongues’, the very reverse of what 
Odysseus should have said. Previously indeed (v. ξ 110) he 
had been content to feast ‘in silence’ and play the part of a 
listener: now he intends to be the speaker. Such being the 
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case, ἀκέοντε might conceivably be taken as an instance of his 
notorious artfulness, κλεπτοσύνη, if only there had been any 
occasion for its exercise. Artfulness unmotived is merely down- 
right fatuity masquerading under a more specious title. 

But is it quite certain that ἀκέων means ‘ without speaking’ ἢ 
Well, perhaps we cannot rely strictly on the derivation from a 
priv. and χαίνω ‘to open the mouth’: for if that were insisted 
on too rigidly, the hero and his host would get no dinner at all. 
The usage of Homer, however, is explicit enough, and cannot 
well be disregarded. Not every passage need be quoted at 
length. The following will perhaps suffice :— 

A 34 By δ᾽ ἀκέων παρὰ θῖνα πολυφλοίσβοιο θαλάσσης. 
Clearly Chryses refrains from speech until he reaches a safe 
distance. So A 512 ἀλλ᾽ ἀκέων δὴν ἧστο. No less definite are :— 

K 85 φθέγγεο μηδ᾽ ἀκέων ἐπ᾽ ἔμ᾽ ἔρχεο. 

A 22 (= 459) ἀκέων ἦν οὐδέ τι εἶπε. 
(Leg. μὲν ἀκήν Journ. Phil. xxiv. p. 274.) 

ι 427 τοὺς ἀκέων συνέεργον ξυστρεφέεσσι λύγοισι, 

υ 385 ἀλλ᾽ ἀκέων πατέρα προσεδέρκετο. 
The other passages in which the word occurs are κ 52, ξ 110, 
p 465, 491, v 184, φ 89 (?), A 565, 569, A 142. 

One passage remains and is of importance, because the 
intrusion of ἀκέοντ᾽ in our line ¢ 195 is probably due to its 
influence :— 

β 310 ‘Avrivo, οὔ πως ἔστιν ὑπερφιάλοισι μεθ᾽ ὑμῖν 
δαίνυσθαί τ᾽ ἀκέοντα καὶ εὐφραίνεσθαι ἕκηλον. 
The latter line, if I may add another to the proposed restora- 
tions, would be more correctly read thus :— 
δαίνυσθαί τ᾽ ἀκέοντ᾽ εὐφραίνεσθαί re Exndov. 
But the pressing question is the sense in which ἀκέοντα is to 
be taken. Of course if it here means no more than ἕκηλον, 
there would be an end of the matter; but I submit the true 
meaning is there as elsewhere ‘in silence’, i.e. ‘ without pro- 
testing aloud against your conduct’. In fact Telemachus 
proceeds with his protest at once ll. 312-17. The only reason- 
able conclusion is that ἀκέων τι πράττω means ‘I do something 
without uttering a word’, not, ‘I do something without hearing 
a word.’ This latter is indeed absolutely refuted by ¢ 110 q. Vv. 
But where are we to seek a plausible remedy for the 
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δαίνυσθαι ἀκέοντ᾽ of € 195, which now appears to be little | 
better than nonsense? Possibly in the very passage from which 
the corruption, as I suggest, has been derived, thus :— 
δαίνυσθ᾽ εὐκήλονς, ἄλλοι δ᾽ ἐπὶ ἔργον ἕποιεν" 
The incompatibility of ἀκέοντε being admitted, there could hardly 
be 8 more appropriate term than εὐκήλους (or εὐκήλοις, for the 
distinction between the dat. and the acc. is probably later than 
Homer) or one better avouched by usage in this connexion. In 
proof of this I would appeal to :— 
E 805 δαίνυσθαί μιν ἀνώγε᾽ evi μεγάροισι ἕκηλον" 
Φ 289 οὐκ ἀγαπᾷς, ὃ ἕκηλος ὑπερφιάλοισι μεθ᾽ ἡμῖν 
δαίνυσαι ; 
μ.301 ‘ ἀλλὰ ἕκηλοι 
ἐσθίετε βρώύμην Cf. ξ 167. 
p 418 ἔσθε ἕκηλος, ξεῖνε, καθήμενος. 
ξ 202] ἐμὲ δ᾽ ὠνητὴ τέκε μήτηρ 
παλλακίς, ἀλλά με ἴσον ἰθαιγενέεσσιν ἐτίμα 
Κάστωρ “YAaxidys. 

The reading of the Codex Palat. 45 (Heidelberg) toa must, 

with the exception of the accent, be the true reading :— 

to’ ἰθαιγενέεσσιν. 

That ἰθαιγενής or ἰθαγενής should have the first syllable short 
is beyond all probability. Unless indeed one should roundly 
and hardily declare that idvs, ἰθύω, ἰθύνω, ἰθυπτίων, all of which 
in innumerable instances invariably have the « long, must be 
referred to a different root and so have nothing to do with the 
case, there is no escape from the conclusion that the vulgate is 
erroneous, 

But error is seldom solitary in the Homeric poems. κακὸν 
κακῷ ἐστήρικται. One instance generally hath a fellow to keep it 
in countenance. So here we have to deal with the testimony of 
the supposed respectable friend, who comes forward to bear out 
the knave’s credit. Here he is :— 

TI 586 καί p ἔβαλε Σθενέλαον, ᾿Ιθαιμένεος φίλον υἱόν. 
Now is this evidence of serious weight? There are divers con- 
siderations to be set in the opposite scale. The order of the 
words, I should suggest, may have been tampered with, the 
original having stood thus :-— 
καί ῥ᾽ ἔβαλεν φίλον vf Ἰθαιμένεος, Σθενέλαον. 
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Cf. E 682-3. Others may prefer to write SOevéXewy on the 
analogy of ᾿Αγέλεως, x 131, 247, where, however, ᾿Αγέλαος ἔειπε 
is probable, and certainly possible. Some may regard Σθενέλαον, 
which is a ἅπαξ λεγόμενον, as the corruption of some now irre- 
coverable name. Fick is contented with Σθένελον and a halting 
metre. But whichever of these alternatives be favoured, the 
known quantity of ἰθύς cannot be disregarded, and on this 
argument the case for Ic’ may safely rest. 
ξ 2147 ἀλλ᾽ ἔμπης καλάμην γέ σ᾽ ὀδίομαι εἰσορόωντα 

γιγνώσκειν" ἦἢ γάρ pe Sin ἔχει ἤλιθα πολλή. 

It is doubtful whether epic usage would allow the enclitic 
pronoun ge to occupy the position in which it stands here. 
Nauck proposed to read σέ for γέ o with hiatus licitus. I suggest 
rather :— 

GAN’ ἔμπης καλάμην σέ γ᾽ ὀΐομαι εἰσορόωντα. 
Again in |. 215, instead of ἔχει, ‘ holdeth,’ not only the metre, but 
the sense, imperatively requires σχέθεν, ‘ has held.’ 
ξ 222] ἔργον δέ μοι οὐ φίλον ἔσκεν 
οὐδ᾽ οἰκωφελίη, 7 τε τρέφει ἀγλαὰ τέκνα, --- 

It is quite impossible to agree with Knight and Fick in their 
condemnation of 1. 223 as an interpolation. Ἔργον, ‘ field- work,’ 
is not all that is required here. In fact there is no real incom- 
patibility between field-work and warfare, as may be seen from 
σ 366-86. The work that Odysseus here pretends to have a 
distaste for is rather the steady routine of accumulating wealth, 
of increasing his tilled lands and his flocks and herds. To 
express this οἰκωφελίη is clearly essential, and if it can be brought 
into such connexion with ἔργον as will serve to make known the 
particular nature of the ‘work’ here intended, so much the 
better. Accordingly I would read :— 

ἔργον δέ μοι οὐ φίλον ἔσκεν 
οὐ οἰκωφελίης, 
while for the repetition of the negative reference may be made to 
y 27° 
οὗ yap ὀίω 
οὔ σε θεῶν ἀέκητι γενέσθαι τε τραφέμεν τε. 
and Dr. Merry’s note ad loc., though for my own part I take 
it that the emphasis there is on the pronoun, and ov σέ should be 
read. 
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ξ 285} ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ τήν γε στυγερὴν ὁδὸν εὐρύοπα Ζεὺς 
ἐφράσαθ'᾽, ἣ πολλῶν ἀνδρῶν ὑπὸ γούνατ᾽ ἔλυσε, --- 

Here nearly all the MSS. offer τήνδε. All the later editors 
adopt τήν ye, which is quite without parallel in Homer, and 
merely accepted here, because τήνδε has not been explained. 
I venture to submit that τήνδε admits of a satisfactory explana- 
tion and should not be abandoned. In the mouth of Odysseus, 
who cannot forget that for himself at least the end of the Trojan 
expedition was not yet reached, τήνδε is not inappropriate. It 
contains a touch of self-betrayal which ought not to be lightly 
rejected, certainly not to make way for an ill-attested reading 
with a very disputable sense. 

§ 245] αὐτὰρ ἔπειτα 
Αἴγνπτόνδε με θυμὸς ἀνώγει ναντίλλεσθαι,--- 
In all probability we should divide the letters at the begin- 
ning οὗ]. 246 thus :— 
Αἴγυπτόνδ᾽ ἐμὲ Gupds —. 
This suggestion, I find, is also made by Dr. Monro, H. G. § 365. 
7 q.v. Compare also Note on ξ 222 ad. fin. 
ξ 2947 ἔνθα παρ᾽ αὐτῷ peiva τελεσφόρον εἰς ἐνιαυτόν. 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δὴ μῆνές τε καὶ ἡμέραι ἐξετελεῦντο --- 
Read παραὶ τῷ and ἐκτελέοντο. 
ξ 295] ἐς Λιβύην μ᾽ ἐπὶ νηὸς ἐέξσσατο ποντοπόροιο 

The form ἑἐέσσατο is almost certainly a blunder for ἐφέσσατο, 
caused by trying to remove the repetition of the preposition. So 
Rhianus: ἐφείσατο Zenodotus. 

§ 818] αἴθρῳ καὶ καμάτῳ δεδμημένον ἦγεν ἐς οἶκον 

Here and in p 84 Nauck would read ἦγε δόμονδε. In both 
cases εἴσαγε οἶκον seems far more likely to have been the original. 
Nauck is probably right in condemning |. 319. 

§ 337] τοῖσιν δὲ κακὴ φρεσὶ dvdave βουλὴ 
ἀμφ᾽ ἐμοί, ὄφρ᾽ ἔτι πάγχυ Sins ἐπὶ πῆμα γενοίμην. 

Evidently the words of the final clause have sustained some 
corruption. The above is the reading of the MSS. and Arist- 
archus. To Aristophanes is attributed δύῃ ἔπι πῆμα γένηται. 
No doubt this last with the needful amelioration of γένοιτο for 
yévyrai—there would still be a little difficulty with πάγχυ--- 
affords a tolerable sense, which is more than can be said of the 
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vulgate. Still no one would believe for a moment, in face ot 
the evidence, that the phrase patronized by Aristophanes can be 
the original from which the peculiar reading of the MSS. has been 
evolved. It is on the contrary merely the readiest simplification 
of the unintelligible tradition. 

Of course the thick-and-thin adherents of tradition and 
tradition only may rejoin, ‘Oh, we can translate it: it means “in 
miseram calamitatem inciderem”’,’ and indeed it is fairly obvious 
that the required sense is practically, as the excellent version of 
Messrs. Butcher and Lang has it, ‘that even yet I might reach 
the extremity of sorrow.’ ‘The scholion BH, λείπει ἡ ἐξ, ἵν᾿ ἦ 
ἐκ τῆς Suns ἐπὶ βλάβην ἔλθοιμι, is deservedly scouted. But 
where is the warrant for rendering ἐπιγίγνομαι πῆμα, I meet 
with trouble? There is certainly none in Homer, and later 
usage, which would give πῆμά τινι ἐπιγίγνεται, is no more favour- 
able than epic itself. In fact, unless some one will undertake 
to maintain that Homer practised an ultra-Virgilian freedom 
in transposing ordinary expressions for the sake of variety, no 
defence of the phrase ἐπιγίγνομαι πῆμα is possible. If such 
defence be adventured, ‘ the eftest way’ to deal with the advocate 
would be to give him, with all Horatian urbanity, the appropriate 
recommendation ‘naviget Anticyram’, 

I have dwelt upon the condition of the vulgate because it 
is full of warning not only for those who cling blindly to 
tradition, but also for those who at the occurrence of the least 
difficulty promptly scent an interpolation. In every case, before 
excision is resorted to, it ought to be tolerably certain that the 
tradition has not failed in some particular from one or other of 
the numerous causes which have frequently operated to impair the 
primitive text. In short the possibility of a corruption has a prior 
claim to consideration, and should never be left out of account 
when we are inclined to athetize. Nor even, if our attempts to 
effect a reasonable restoration are inadequate and unsatisfactory, 
does it necessarily follow that the text, being a mere accretion, 
the work of an inferior mind, is sound and requires none. The 
corruption may be, possibly it is here, of such a character that 
ἃ convincing emendation is unattainable. 

Now here van Herwerden has proposed an emendation :— 

δύῃσιν πημαινοίμην 
δῖ 
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with the variation :— 

ὄφρ᾽ dpa πάγχυ δύῃσ᾽ ἔτι πημαινοίμην. 
There is, however, something very unsatisfactory in the way ἐπί is 
here dealt with, either by (1) absolute removal, or (2) substitution 
of ἔτι, which then has to be cut out after d¢pa and replaced 
by dpa. 

It has occurred to me, and it seems worth suggesting as a 
step in the right direction, that δύης ἐπὶ πῆμα may have arisen 
from :— 

δύης ἐπιβήμεναι 
‘to step into trouble’, a somewhat rare, but quite sufficiently 
attested form of expression in the Homeric poems. We may refer 
to B 234 κακῶν ἐπιβασκέμεν vias ᾿Αχαιῶν, x 424 ἀναιδείης ἐπέβησαν, 
52 ἐνφροσύνης ἐπιβῆτον, @ 285 ἐυκλείης ἐπίβησον. 

The concluding word presents some difficulty. It must 
evidently be a verb in the first pers. sing. of the middle voice, 
and the one that would best meet the requirements of the clause 
is ἀροίμην ‘to win for myself’, v. Note on ὃ 106-7. ἀγοίμην, 
though more nearly reproducing the ductus litterarum, does not 
satisfy the sense. There is, however, a very fair sense in the re- 
construction suggested, while the ironical turn not being of 
universal appreciation might easily lead to the substitution of 
the vulgate, which has a superficial air of intelligibility. 

I propose then : 

ὄφρ᾽ ἕτι πάγχυ Sins ἐπιβήμεν᾽ ἀροίμην 
‘in order that I might still be completely successful in getting 
into trouble’, ‘might yet fully succeed in landing in misery.’ 
That the irony is Homeric may be seen from :— 
E130 μή πού τις ἐφ᾽ ἕλκεϊ ἕλκος ἄρηται. 
That the infinitive may take the place οὗ a noun in the acc. needs 
no proof. 

As an alternative some might be disposed to take refuge 
in the possible solution which a common usage of dim suggests 
(v. σ 53, 81) and to read :— 

ὄφρ᾽ ἔτι πάγχυ δύῃ ἀρημένος εἴην, 
which at least gives a plain and intelligible sense, though how or 
why this should have been transformed into the vulgate, is not 
easy to see. 
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€ 342] ἀμφὶ δέ μοι ῥάκος ἄλλο κακὸν βάλον ἠδὲ χιτῶνα, 
ῥωγαλέα, τὰ καὶ αὐτὸς ἐν ὀφθαλμοῖσιν ὅρηαι" 

The latter of these two lines is one of the five worthies, which 
in the Odyssey lend support to the idea of an original -a as the 
ending of the neuter plural. Rhianus in this instance shows 
a better appreciation of the requirements of metre than Arist- 
archus himself by reading ῥωγαλέον : but it is only too plain that 
in the main the line is a later accretion, perhaps of Dorian origin, 
as we may judge from the concluding word ὁρῆαι, for this and not 
ὅρηαι is the reading of almost all the MSS, (FGPXDULWZ 
Ludwich). As far as ῥωγαλέα the words are from ν 434:— 

ἀμφὶ δέ μιν ῥάκος ἄλλο κακὸν βάλεν ἠδὲ χιτῶνα, 
ῥωγαλέα, ῥυπόωντα, κακῷ μεμορυγμένα καπνῷ: 
where no trick is played with the -α οὗ ῥωγαλέα. 

In 1. 342 Ludwich is clearly right in reading μὲ for the 
vulgate μοι. 
€ 351] ἔπειτα δὲ χερσὶ διήρεσσ᾽ ἀμφοτέρῃσι 

γηχόμενος, μάλα 8 ὦκα θύρηθ᾽ ἔα ἀμφὶς ἐκείνων. 

Voss, who was free from the hiatus licitus idea, suggested 
θύραθεν 2, and Bothe θύραθ᾽ gov in the second line. 

Dr. Monro thinks the a of éa long (H. G. § 12 ad. fin.): but 
the evidence is, I am afraid, insufficient to warrant the conclusion. 

T venture to offer a suggestion about ἔα here, which may 
solve the difficulty, for there is a metrical difficulty, in another 
way. My conjecture is that véw, ‘I swim,’ was possessed of an 
aorist dvea, cf. χέω, ἔχεα, and that ἔα is merely the faulty trans- 
mission of νέα, or, if preferred, évea, ‘I swam.’ The word, as we 
have it, appears without elision, but has been docked of its initial 
vy by way of compensation. Accordingly I would read :— 

μάλα δ᾽ ὦκα θύρηθι ve ἀμφὶς ἐκείνων 
or maintaining the augment :— 
θύρηθ᾽ eve ἀμφὶς ἐκείνων. 

In spite of the preceding νηχόμενος the verb here suggested 
gives more force to the clause, and perhaps is really required, if 
ὦκα Means not so much ‘soon’ as ‘ quickly’. 

‘And very quickly I swam ashore out of their reach.’ 
£363] ἀλλὰ τά γ᾽ οὐ κατὰ κόσμον ὀΐομαι, οὐδέ με πείσεις 
εἰπὼν ἀμφ᾽ Ὀδυσῆι: 
In this sentence Ludwich places a comma after ὀΐομαι, Monre 
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a comma both before and after that word. Ameis-Hentze add 
another after πείσεις. Punctuation alone, however, cannot produce 
a satisfactory result here. It is εἰπών that is the stumbling-block. 
We should probably restore :— 

ἀλλὰ τά γ᾽ οὐ κατὰ κόσμον ὀίομαι, οὐδέ με πείσεις, 

εἰπέμεν ἀμφ᾽ ᾿Οδυσῆι' 
with a further probability that τά γ᾽ represents σέ γ᾽, cf. € 214. 
ξ 375] ἀλλ᾽ οἱ μὲν τὰ ἕκαστα παρήμενοι ἐξερέουσιν,---- 

378 ἀλλ’ ἐμοὶ οὐ φίλον ἐστὶ μεταλλῆσαι καὶ ἐρέσθαι 
It is obvious that ἄλλοι and not ἀλλ᾽ οἱ is the only possible 

reading here. Cf. A 636 ἄλλος pey and Ψ 319 ἄλλος μέν θ᾽, 
especially the last where the MSS. are altogether in favour of 
ἀλλ᾽ ὅς. See Note on» 16. Perhaps instead of μέν fa ἕκαστα we 
should read here :-— 
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ἄλλοι μέν τε ἕκαστα — 
in view of Ψ 319, and certainly for ἐξερέουσιν the more regular 
ἐξερέονται. 
The use of the act. form is admissible only in the participle. 
ἔ 384] καὶ dar’ ἐλεύσεσθαι ἣ ἐς θέρος 7 és ὀπώρην, 

The condition of the third foot indicates some defect in the 

tradition. Read :— 

καὶ par’ ἐλεύσεσθ᾽ αὐτὸν és θέρος ἣ és ὀπώρην 

πολλὰ χρήματ᾽ ἄγοντα σὺν ἀντιθέοις ἑτάροισι. 
The words σὺν ἀντιθέοις ἑτάροισι imply the presence of the pronoun 
of necessity ‘that he would come in person’. For 1. 385 v. p. 133. 
ξ 8897] ἀλλὰ Δία ξένιον δείσας αὐτόν τ᾽ ἐλεαίρων. 

Here we may safely venture to remove the ν οὗ αὐτόν and 

restore a long-lost s, 
αὐτός τ᾽ ἐλεαίρων 

‘and because I pity thee without any such inducements ᾽, ‘ freely,’ 
‘sponte.’ The usage hardly needs illustration. 
ξ 4027] ξεῖν᾽, οὕτω γάρ κέν μοι ἐυκλείη τ’ ἀρετή τε 

εἴη ἐπ᾿ ἀνθρώπους ἅμα τ᾽ αὐτίκα καὶ μετέπειτα, 

ὅς σ᾽ ἐπεὶ ἐς κλισίην ἄγαγον καὶ ξείνια δῶκα, 

αὖτις δὲ κτείναιμι φίλον τ᾽ ἀπὸ θυμὸν ἑλοίμην" 

πρόφρων κεν δὴ ἔπειτα Δία Κρονίωνα λιτοίμην. 

The true reading of 1. 404 can hardly be that given above ὅς 
o—xreivayu. For the general use of the relative followed by the 
pure optative in the Homeric poems v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 304-5. 
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It is only the conditional use with which we are now concerned. 
Of this I will take two ordinary instances by way of illus- 
tration :— 
ὃ 222 ὃς τὸ καταβρόξειεν, ἐπεὶ κρητῆρι μιγείη, 
οὔ κεν ἐφημέριός γε βάλοι κατὰ δάκρυ παρειῶν. 
(v. Note ad. loc.) 
I 125 ov κεν ἀλήϊος εἴη ἀνήρ ᾧ τόσσα γένοιτο. 

It will be seen at once that in these conditional clauses (1) ὅς Ξε 
εἴ τις and w= τινι. In fact in every instance of a conditional 
relative, except in the example we are considering, the person is 
indefinite, and being indefinite, as it must be, the relative cannot 
be in any other person than the third. Hence I infer we are 
bound to read here :— 

εἴ σ᾽, ἐπεὶ és κλισίην ἄγαγον καὶ ξείνια δῶκα, 

αὖτις δὲ κτείναιμι φίλον τ᾽ ἀπὸ θυμὸν ἑλοίμην" 

In the next line Duentzer proposed the change οὗ αὖτις to 
αὐτός ; to this there are serious objections. It is the actions that 
are contrasted, not the persons. Not only so, but αὐτός ‘by mine 
own band’ is exactly what Odysseus had not contemplated in his 
proposal. He said specifically and definitely ‘set the thralls upon 
me’, l. 399 δμῶας ἐπισσεύας. There is also perhaps a further 
reason for leaving αὖτις unmolested. In later Greek we have the 
well-known idiomatic usage of the participle followed by a finite 
verb introduced by εἶτα, 6. g. 

Eur. Andr. 756 μὴ viv φυγόντες εἶθ᾽ ἁλῶμεν ὕστερον. 
Now εἶτα is not Homeric: but here just as ἐπεὶ----δῶκα corre- 
sponds to φυγόντες, 80 αὖτις δέ may be regarded, I think, as the 
equivalent of εἶτα, and if so, is indispensable to the clause. 

In line 406 πρόφρων κεν δὴ ἔπειτα Δία Κρονίωνα λιτοίμην, 
a variant of some interest is given by a few MSS. (XD post 
correcturam H 2 man.) 

Kpoviwy’ ἀλιτοίμην. 
This reading has been adopted by Cauer as well as by van Leeuwen 
and da Costa, and therefore deserves remark. 

There are two objections fatal I think to its acceptance. 
First, it involves for πρόφρων the meaning of ‘ deliberately’ or, 
as the lawyers have it, ‘of malice prepense.’ This I say 
advisedly is far more than can be justified by the usage of 


πρόφρων, πρόφρασσα and προφρονέως. The literal sense is 
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‘heartily ’, ‘with all one’s heart,’ and ‘sincerely ’, ‘honestly,’ or, 
if the action involved be of the nature of a favour, ‘kindly.’ 
Secondly, the tone of pleasant irony which is assumed at the 
beginning of the speech 1. 402 ἐυκλείη τ᾽ ἀρετή τε is naturally and 
properly continued, ‘After that I should be very ready to —,” 
until the first subject or topic is dropped and a new one intro- 
duced by (1. 407) viv δ᾽ ὥρη δόρποιο. 

€ 411] τὰς μὲν dpa ἔρξαν κατὰ ἤθεα κοιμηθῆναι, 

κλαγγὴ δ᾽ ἄσπετος ὦρτο σνῶν αὐλιζομενάων. 

That ἔρξαν should be able unassisted to make position for the 
last syllable of dpa is a doctrine resting on a very slender basis, 
and might very well be abandoned, if any other more acceptable 
account of the quantity here given to the first syllable of the 
second foot were forthcoming. 

To this end let us begin by considering the form ἔρξαν. Is 
it Homeric? It seems to me very doubtful, and for this reason: 
the form ἔργω is not epic but late, the only genuime Homeric 
form of the present being éépyw. This conclusion some may be 
inclined to contest; but it appears to result inevitably from the 
facts. 

The evidence for ἐέργω is as follows: ἐέργει 3 sing. pres. 
occurs B 617, 845, I 404, N 706, X 121, Q 544: éépyovow XA 503: 
ἐέργων M 201, 219: ἐεργόμενοι N 525: ἐέργῃ A 131. All these 
forms except the last, where no MS. presents, and ne editor has 
gone out of his way to suggest, ἔργῃ, are absolutely protected by 
the metre. 

The case for épyw (eipyw) rests on the present passage and 
two others :— 

(1) Ψ 72 τῆλέ pe εἴργονυσι ψυχαί, εἴδωλα καμόντων, 
where Bentley and others are certainly right in reading τῆλέ μ᾽ 
ἐέργουσι. 

(2) Ρ 571 ἥ τε καὶ ἐργομένη μάλα περ χροὸς ἀνδρομέοιο. 
Again Bentley’s 9 καὶ ἐεργομένη is not to be resisted, v. Journ. 
Phil. xxv. p. 44. 

The imperfect is always éepyov; but no certain inference 
can be drawn therefrom either way. Neither do I think that 
the perf. and pluperf. pass. ἔρχαται, épyaro, &c., can be usefully 
appealed to on this question. ἐρχθέντ᾽ ὦ 282 has many variants, 
and should in all probability be connected with ἀποέρσῃ in the 
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line following; but this question cannot now be entered upon at 
length. Admitting the difficulty of ἐρχθέντ᾽ still we can only put 
one interpretation on the above facts; Homer knew éépyw only,. 
not gpyw. For ἐρχατόωντο v. € 15 (Note). 

Of ἔργαθεν im A 437 a word may be said: the line runs :— 

πάντα δ᾽ ἀπὸ πλευρῶν χρόα ἔργαθεν, οὐδέ τ᾽ dace. 
It is next door to a certainty that the correct reading is χρό᾽ 
ἐέργαθεν, as indeed appears in the verse which gives the other 
instance of this word :— 

E 147 πλῆξ᾽, ἀπὸ δ᾽ αὐχένος ὦμον ἐέργαθεν ἠδ᾽ ἀπὸ νώτου. 

The MSS. rightly present συνεέργαθον in Ἐΐ 36, cf. ¢ 427, μ. 424. 
They could indeed hardly do otherwise; but we find ἀποέργαθε (-v), 
® 599, > 221, instead of what is now evidently the only correct 
form ἀπεέργαθε (-v). In y 296 for ἀποέργει read ἀπεέργει. 

Such is the case against the genuine character of ἔρξαν. 
If my conclusion be valid, as I cannot doubt it is, the aorist 
unaugmented would be ἔερξαν and with an augment we should 
have probably ἥερξαν, though there is only the imperfect analogy 
of ἤισκε ὃ 247 and ἠίσκομεν P 332: but as to the possibility of 
there being an augmented form with the first syllable long whether 
ei- or ἦ-, it is I should imagine in view of the facts stated no 
longer open to dispute, Accordingly I submit as the true reading 
of our line :— 

ras μὲν dp ἤἥερξαν κατὰ ἤθεα κοιμηθῆναι, 
It is even possible that τὰς μὲν ἀνήερξαν was the original: but 
proof of this is now unattainable. In any case the argument 
against ἔρξαν remains the same, and the opinion that é£ in x 435 
is from ἔρδω (v. Note on p. 169) is entirely confirmed. 
ἐ 425] κόψε δ᾽ ἀνασχόμενος σχίζῃ Spvds, ἣν λίπε κείων- 

The last clause is usually taken to mean, ‘ which he had left 
when splitting wood,’ cf. 1. 418. κεΐων is supposed to be for 
this occasion only equivalent to κεάζων. This interpretation is 
found in the Scholia and Eustathius; but may be dismissed as 
impossible. Fick has proposed to accommodate the true form of 
the verb by reading 

σχίζῃ, ἣν λεῖπε κεάων (κεάζων), 
and Prof. Tyrrell would retain κείων in the sense of ‘going to 
bed’. There is nothing attractive in this last view. It is indeed 
rather a grotesque and unaccountable touch, and is hardly worth 
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the violence done to the usage of κείων, which is future and 
requires a verb of motion. 

It seems to me that the alternative traditional sense is 
preferable here :—xeiwy ἀντὶ τοῦ καίων. καίων οὖν τὰ ἄλλα ξύλα 
ταύτην κατέλιπεν καὶ οὐκ ἐνέκαυσεν, ὡς ἐπιτηδείαν πρὸς τὸ τύπτειν τὰ 
ἱερὰ τῆς σφαγῆς. ΒΗΟ. 

It may be noticed that in the previous description the light- 
ing of the fire is told by implication only, hence xaiwy fills up 
a distinct omission, and is therefore far from otiose here. 

ξ 4507 αὐτὸς κτήσατο οἷος ἀποιχομένοιο dvaxtos, — 

It is fairly clear that οἷος is neither metrical nor necessary 
after αὐτός, in spite of laboured distinctions. Possibly we should 
read 

αὐτὸς κτήσατο οἷσιν, 
‘of his own act acquired for his men, his underlings’. Compare 
A 428 κέλευε δὲ οἷσι ἕκαστος and ξ 8, which is cast in the same 
mould, 


4 476] avrap ὕπερθε χιὼν γένετ᾽ ἠύτε πάχνη, — 
Naber λάχνη : perhaps rather wir’ ἐπ᾽ ἄχνη, cf. € 403. 
§ 496] ἀλλά τις εἴη 


εἰπεῖν ᾿Ατρείδῃ ᾿Αγαμέμνονι, ποιμένι λαῶν; -- 

‘But may there be some one to tell’ is at best a clumsy form 
of expression, and the suspicion it naturally arouses is not lessened 
when we consider that a more idiomatic phrase is attainable by 
simply omitting εἴη altogether. ‘AAAd τις ... εἰπέμεν is good epic 
idiom for ‘But let some one tell’, v. Monro, H. G.§ 241. This 
suggestion is worth making even though no satisfactory conclusion 
can be reached as to what has been superseded by the unnecessary 
εἴη. The difficulty is this: if εἴη be a deliberate substitution 
intended to supply a better grammatical construction for εἰπέμεν, 
as seems probable, then we can hardly expect εἴη and its one 
variant ye will furnish any palaeographical evidence of value 
for determining what word originally ended the line. Otherwise 
it would be hard to resist the claim of ἤδη. As it is, I suggest as 
not unlikely :— 

ἀλλά τις ἐλθὼν 
εἰπέμεν ᾿Ατρεΐδῃ ᾿Αγαμέμνονι, ποιμένι λαῶν. 
From Schol. V and Eustathius we learn that εἴη was by some 
regarded as opt. of εἶμι ΞΞ πορεύοιτο. 
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Far less likely are adverbs such as εἶθαρ, αἶψα, ὦκα, &c. 
§ 522] ἕννυσθαι ὅτε τις χειμὼν ἔκπαγλος ὄροιτο. 
Read with elision οὗ the diphthong, for which v. Note on 
A 584 :— 
ἕννυσθ᾽ ὁππότε τις χειμὼν ἔκπαγλος ὄροιτο. 
Similarly we have x 287 (=r 6) 
παρφάσθαι, ὅτε κέν σε μεταλλῶσιν ποθέοντες" 
for :-- 
παρφάσθ᾽, ὁππότε κέν σε μεταλλῶσιν ποθέοντες" 
Cf. Notes on € 117, 195, 384, A 432, ν 65, 327. 


BOOK XV (ὁ). 


0 36] αὐτὰρ ἐπὴν πρώτην ἀκτὴν Ἰθάκης ἀφίκηαι, 

Two attempts to correct this line have been made, πρῶτον 
Bothe, ἐπεί xe πρῶτ᾽ van Leeuwen. Neither will scan. Read :— 
αὐτὰρ ἐπεί κεν πρῶτ᾽ —. 

So also ὃ 414 τὸν μὲν ἐπὴν δὴ πρῶτα may safely be read τὸν μὲν 
ἐπεί κεν, Hymn. Aphr. 256, 278, 274 (πρῶτον). In ἃ 221 ἐπεί κε 
πρῶτα should be ἐπεί κεν, while for a case in which κε is rightly 
long before πρῶτον λ 106 may be taken :— 

ὁππότε Ke πρῶτον πελάσῃς εὐεργέα va —. 

The usage of τὰ πρῶτα has special features and calls for 
more detailed investigation. 

088] βούλομαι ἤδη νεῖσθαι ἐφ᾽ ἡμέτερ᾽. 

This the solitary instance of the contraction of the familiar 
γέεσθαι can hardly be accepted as the true reading here. Its 
appearance is amply accounted for by two passages :— 

1619 φρασσόμεθ᾽ 7 κε νεώὠμεθ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ἡμέτερ᾽, ἦ κε μένωμεν. 

E gl μνᾶσθαι οὐδὲ νέεσθαι ἐπὶ σφέτερ᾽, ἀλλὰ ἕκηλοι —. 

I mean of course that these two passages have supplied the 
temptation to introduce νέομαι here in place of the verb originally 
written, which may still I believe be recovered :— 
βούλομαι ἤδη ἱκέσθαι ἐφ᾽ ἡμετερ᾽. 
This verb ἱκόμην is frequently used with ἐπί following, and 
at least one passage, in which it is practically, as here, used 
to express ‘coming back to the place a man starts from’, may be 
found :— 
II 247 ἀσκηθής μοι ἔπειτα θοὰς ἐπὶ vias ixocro —. 
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Nauck’s ἀπονέεσθαι for ἤδη νεῖσθαι is not suitable here, neither is 
Menred’s ἢ re νέεσθαι βούλομ᾽ at all probable. ἤδη must be retained. 
0109] Bay δ᾽ ἰέναι προτέρω διὰ δώματα, elos ἵκοντο 

In this line all the MSS. have δώματος, which is read by 
Ludwich (1891), while δώματα is adopted by Ameis-Hentze (1895) 
and Monro (1901) on the ground that Eustathius mentions it, 
and Homeric usage gives warrant for διὰ δώματα and διὰ δῶμα 
only, never except here for διὰ δώματος. The instances quoted 
are for δώματα, A 600, ὃ 24, 679, ζὕ 50, κ 546, x 495, for δῶμα, 
ἢ 139, π 276, p 479, σ 153, 341. Undoubtedly the case looks 
a strong one, and it would seem as if hiatus licitus had for once 
triumphed even over the MSS. But I am afraid the MSS. are 
right after all; διὰ δώματος is unique, it is true, but so are the 
circumstances in which it is used. The difference between the two 
expressions is this, and it is in exact accordance with the 
recognized use of da. If you go through the house, all over the 
house, up and down the house, through the rooms of the house, 
without quitting the house, then διὰ δώματα or δῶμα is right: 
but if you go through the house, or through the rooms of the 
house and end by getting outside the house, in that case διὰ δώματος 
is required. Here it is certain from |. 133 that Telemachus was 
outside. In all the passages where the acc. is used the house 
is never quitted. The sphere of movement is within the rooms. 

ο 117] ἔργον δ᾽ Ἡφαίστοιο" πόρεν δέ ἑ Φαίδιμος ἥρως 
Σιδονίων βασιλεύς, ὅθ᾽ dos δόμος ἀμφεκάλυψε 
κεῖσ᾽ ἐμὲ νοστήσαντα" τεὶν δ᾽ ἐθέλω τόδ᾽ ὁπάσσαι. 

These lines occur in a passage which is repeated verbatim 
from § 613-9, so that, whether they be accepted or rejected 
here, there is no question as to their genuine Homeric character. 

In 1. 119, a8 also in ὃ 619, κεῖσ᾽ ἐμέ is doubtless right, 
though all the MSS. have κεῖσέ pe, not because we have the 
authority of Herodianus for ἐμέ, but because this deferred position 
is not legitimate for the enclitic pronoun. 

- JT have a suggestion to offer with regard to rely. The form 
is supposed to be Doric, but can hardly be accepted as Homeric, 
though it is found in the following passages in addition to those 
mentioned above :— 


A 201 Ζεύς με πατὴρ προέηκε rely τάδε μυθήσασθαι. 
ὃ 829 ἣ νῦν με προέηκε rely τάδε μυθήσασθαι. 
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BOOK XV o 317-132 


A 559 ἀλλὰ Ζεὺς Δαναῶν στρατὸν αἰχμητάων 
ἐκπάγλως ἤχθηρε, τεὶν δ᾽ ἐπὶ μοῖραν ἔθηκεν. 

The passage from the Iliad debars ang easy assumption 
that this is only a slightly more recent form, restricted to the 
Odyssey and indicative of the later date of that poem. Not 
that I mean to imply that τεΐν is not a recent form as judged 
by the standard of Epic. On the contrary, I believe it is in 
all these instances an intruder, substituted for an archaic and 
obsolete form by the later Greeks, who naturally preferred 
to see a word from a living dialect, even if the dialect was 
not specially a literary one, rather than one that had entirely 
passed away from the lips and minds of every section of their 
race. 

My suggestion is that rety is really representative of an 
original reoi, a parallel form to ἐμοί, σοί, ἑοῖ, and oi. The only 
support I can allege is the very strong probability that the 
corresponding archaic genitive of this pronoun is still extant, or 
at any rate not quite extinct, in the slightly depraved reading of 
@ 37 and 468 :-— 

ὡς μὴ πάντες ὅλωνται ὀδυσσαμένοιο τεοῖο. 
where recto (cf. ἐμεῖο, σεῖο, εἶο) is restored by Heyne, Bekker, 
Nauck, Rohde, Platt. The defence of reoto as a possessive 
used like the later τὸ σόν = ov is surely an error of judgement 
on the part of Brugmann. While the plausibility of recto is 
increased in some degree even by the mere suspicion that a 
fraternal and complementary reof may once have held a position 
in the great Achaean epics, the objection to reoto, which 
led Zenodotus to omit the line from his text, is patent, and 
though τεῖν is not in itself similarly incorrect, yet no injustice 
would, I think, be done to either form by regarding them 
both as caretakers, pressed into service, who only took pos- 
session of their present quarters after the previous tenants 
were dead and forgotten. To this extent they have been 
useful in an emergency, and so far, but no further, they are 
to be justified. 
9 1227 θῆκ᾽ αὐτοῦ προπάροιθε φέρων κρατερὸς Μεγαπένθης 
Originally this would probably read thus :-- 
θῆκε τόο προπάροιθε 
0132] ν. Note on ἡ 134. 
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0149] ἐν δέπαϊ χρυσέῳ, ὄφρα λείψαντε κιοίτην. 

In Iliad Q 285 where this line is found along with 1. 148, it 

appears in this form :— 
χρυσέῳ ἐν Sérai, ὄφρα λείψαντε κιοίτην 

Moreover a considerable number of MSS. here also give that order 
of the words. It may be that it is the true order, but it by no 
means follows that the line so constituted is a correct specimen 
of Homeric metre. I observe that in the Iliad passage the 
intention is that the libation should be made, as indeed it is 
made, to Zeus (cf. Q 287, 290, 296, 308). Hence I suggest that 
Q 285 originally stood thus :— 

χρυσέῳ ἐν δέπα᾽, ὄφρα Διὶ λείψαντε κιοίτην. 
In the Odyssey it is not clear that the libation is offered to Zeus, 
though there is nothing in the narrative to prevent such a 
supposition. Still we may perhaps venture to suppose that the 
author thought it unnecessary to specify the divinity on this 
occasion, and accordingly chose to render the line metrical by 
transposing χρυσέῳ ἐν Sérai into ἐν δέπαϊ χρυσέῳ. If so, it 
becomes easy to understand the variations of the MSS., and 
even the disappearance of Au from 0 285 is rendered com- 
prehensible, or at any rate more comprehensible than it would be 
otherwise. 

The order Sérai χρυσέῳ recurs v 261, o 121, and ἐν δέπαϊ 
χρυσέῳ should apparently be restored instead of χρυσείῳ Sérai to 
y 41. 

0160] ὃς dpa of εἰπόντι ἐπέπτατο δεξιὸς ὄρνις (= 5625, N 821). 

It is just possible that εἰπόντος may be right here, cf. 

ἔξ 527 :— 
ὅττι ῥά οἱ βιότον περικήδετο νόσφιν ἐόντος. 

ζ 155 μάλα πού σφισι θυμὸς... . λευσσόντων, « 458-9, p 231--2, 
x 17-18, Ἐ 25-6, Π 531. In this case the gen. would be temporal. 
Compare also ὃ 646 ἥ σε βίῃ ἀέκοντος and Dr. Merry’s note; 2 92 
with Dr. Monro’s Crit. Annot. 
ο 177} οἴκαδε νοστήσει καὶ ticerat’ ἠὲ Kat ἤδη 

οἴκοι, ἀτὰρ μνηστῆρσι κακὸν πάντεσσι φυτεύει. 

It seems to me worth suggesting that the second line should 

read :— 
οἴκοι μνηστήρεσσι κακὸν πάντεσσι φυτεύει. 
ο 188] ν. Note on y 490. 
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ο 197] ξεῖνοι δὲ διαμπερὲς εὐχόμεθ᾽ εἶναι 
ἐκ πατέρων φιλότητος, ἀτὰρ καὶ ὁμήλικές εἰμεν" 

Here ἄφαρ καὶ ὁμήλικές εἶμεν is probably the true reading. 
Dr. Leaf has shown that ἄφαρ occasionally possesses an assevera- 
tive force, v. his notes on A 418, Π 323, Ψ 375. 

Similarly X 331 Ἕκτορ, ἀτάρ που ἔφης should be Ἕκτορ, 
ἄφαρ που ἔφης. For a similar corruption of ἄφαρ v. Note on 
g 228-9. Cf. v 242 (Note). 
© 218] ἐγκοσμεῖτε τὰ τεύχε᾽, ἑταῖροι, νηὶ μελαίνῃ. 

A very slight change here will restore the long-banished 
original, none the worse for being a little archaic, and remove 
the Attic use of the article :— 

ἐγκοσμείετε τεύχε. 

Could it be reasonably expected of the later Greeks that 
they should refrain from introducing the form ἐγκοσμεῖτε, 
especially when the gap made by so doing could be so easily 
filled up by the familiar article? They secured two advantages 
by merely sacrificing an obsolete and therefore unpleasing form. 
Right gladly, we may imagine, would they proceed to fling away 
the ugly piece of primordial trachyte and secure the two fine, 
serviceable birds. Who would blame them? 

That ἐγκοσμείετε is quite admissible and Homeric may 
be safely inferred from the list of similar formations on pp. 188, 
147, reveiw, vexeiw, &c. It is observable that the diphthong -«- 
cannot be attributed to ictus-lengthening as it occurs with 
tolerable frequency in thesis also. It may be merely metrical, 
or may be explicable in one of the ways stated by Dr. Monro, 
H. G.? App. C, p. 386: but the fact of its existence is for present 
purposes the material point. 

By the aid of this peculiarity or prineiple, whichever it be 
rightly named, of epic speech, further confirmed and ensured by 
this demonstration of its usefulness, we*may recover the true 
reading in the hitherto puzzling :— 

Z 46 (=A 131) ζώγρει, ᾿Ατρέος υἱέ, ov δ᾽ ἄξια δέξαι ἄποινα. 
Here δέξε᾽ ἄποινα Fut. Indic. (Nauck, van Leeuwen and da Costa, 
Platt) is undoubtedly right; but something more is required 
for the full restoration of the original. L. and C.’s ζώγρεε is 
not enough: it might even be questioned whether it makes any 
improvement at all: and their suggestion for Z 46 of ζώγρεέ u is 
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sufficiently disproved by the consideration that it is inapplicable 
to A 121. 

There could be little objection to reading in both places :— 

ζώγρει᾽, ᾿Ατρέος υἱέ, ov δ᾽ ἄξια δέξε ἄποινα. 

i.e. ζώγρειε from the alternative long form ζωγρεω, Thus the 
requirements of either passage will be satisfied, and an unex- 
ceptional verse recovered in place of an erroneous, though but 
slightly perverted, tradition. 
0227] ἀφνειὸς Πυλίοισι μέγ᾽ ἔξοχα δώματα ναίων" 

Here Πυλώοισι as a locatival dative is so harsh, that we have 
μέτα noted as a variant of μέγα. But μέγ᾽ ἔξοχα is confirmed, 
if confirmation be necessary, by ᾧ 266, B 480, and the true 
reading is :— 

ἀφνει᾿ ἐν Πυλίοισι μέγ᾽ ἔξοχα δώματα ναίων" 

Cf. a 232, 393, and particularly p 420, καὶ γὰρ ἐγώ ποτε οἶκον ἔν 
ἀνθρώποισιν ἔναιον ὄλβιος ἀφνειόν----- Similarly in Z 477 ἀριπρεπέα 
Τρώεσσιν should be dpurperé’ ἐν Τρώεσσιν, the meaning being 
‘among the Trojans’ not ‘in the eyes of the Trojans’. Probably 
too in a 71 πᾶσιν Κυκλώπεσσι is for πᾶσ᾽ ἑνὶ KuxAdrecor. The 
natural desire to avoid the elision of the « of πᾶσι would be 
certain to cause the production of the vulgate. 
0245] ὃν περὶ κῆρι φίλει Ζεύς τ᾽ αἰγίοχος καὶ ᾿Απόλλων 

παντοίην φιλότητ᾽" οὐδ᾽ ἵκετο γήραος οὐδόν, -- 

In the Platonic or Pseudo-Platonic dialogue, Axiochus 368 A, 
this passage is quoted with one variation from our vulgate given 


above :— 
παντοίῃ φιλότητ᾽. 

This I am decidedly of opinion is the genuine reading, 
not because the acc. of the internal object, as it is called, is 
in any wise incorrect here. It is grammatical enough: but 
its very admissibility tends to discredit it. The Greeks of the 
classical or post-classical period would never have attempted to 
change such an unobjectionable acc. into a dative involving the 
to-them-scarcely-endurable elision of the iota. Such a change 
could never hope to win the least degree of popular approval. 
The reverse process however would doubtless have been hailed 
with acclamation. 

For these two reasons (1) Plato’s quotation, (2) the later 
views on elision, the dat. here possesses claims which cannot be 
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lightly set aside; and they are reinforced, if not entirely con- 
firmed, by the following passage in which, though the construction 
is precisely similar, no elision has endangered the preservation of 
the dat. Hymn. Herm. 574;:— 

οὕτω Μαιάδος υἷα ἀναξ ἐφίλησεν ᾿Απόλλων 

παντοίῃ φιλότητι, χάριν δ᾽ ἐπέθηκε Κρονίων. 
The MSS. have υἱόν, for which I have substituted the necessary 
via. In this point eyen the most meticulous of editors might 
wenture to disregard the false testimony of tradition. 
© 249] Μάντιος αὖ τέκετο Πολυφείδεά re Κλεῖτόν re 

Read αὖτ᾽ ἔτεκεν. 

The dittography re re may have brought about the change to 
τέκετο; but evidently τέκετο owes its maintenance to a desire to 
support the usual distinction between the act. and mid. forms, 
v. A 249 (Note). This is a trifling matter. The two following 
lines have a more serious defect :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ἦ τοι Κλεῖτον χρυσόθρονος ἥρπασεν "Has 

κάλλεος εἵνεκα οἷο, tv’ ἀθανάτοισι μετείη, 
This conveys the absurd information that Eos because of her 
beauty carried off Kleitus: but every one refuses to translate it 
so, because such nonsense cannot be tolerated, especially when, as 
in the case here, the intended meaning is quite evident. In Y¥ 235 
where the second of these lines js found preceded by :— 

τὸν Kaj ἀνηρείψαντο θεοὶ Διὶ οἰνοχοεύειν. 

Dr. Leaf suggests that it is borrowed from our passage, though 
the special absurdjty that distinguishes it here does not exist 
there. 

Now 3 very slight alteration, accompanied by the removal of 
& comma, would make the line express the intended sense, and 
at the same time allow it to remain undisturbed in the place 
it occupies in the δα. The true reading of the couplet is 
I urge :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ tor Κλεῖτον χρυσόθρονος ἥρπασεν ‘Has, 
κάλλεος εἵνεκα οἷ᾽ ἵν᾿ ὅ γ᾽ ἀθανάτοισι μετείη. 

Those who have a fancy for hiatus licitus may adopt the 
punctuation without the pronoun: but it seems to me that the 
pronoun is necessary here. In any case it is clear that by 
removing the comma οἷο gains its proper reference to the subject 
of its clause, and a proper emphasis from its position. ‘In order 
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that he for his beauty’s sake might be among the immortals.” In 
1. 248 ἐκ τοῦ δ᾽ uf’ ἐγένοντ᾽ seems probable. 
0399] ἔνθεν δ᾽ αὖ νήσοισιν ἐπιπροέηκε θοῇσιν, 

ὁρμαίνων 7 κεν θάνατον φύγοι 7 κεν ἁλώῃ. 

Here I acknowledge that the ancients were right in their 
interpretation of θοῇσιν, ‘sharp’, ‘ pointed,’ and Messrs. Butcher 
and Lang may fairly adopt @opow as a proper name, ‘The Pointed 
Islands.’ To do so is no longer ‘a venture in the dark” as I 
described it, when suggesting ὕπερθεν, ‘in the main’ or ‘ mid-sea ’, 
as a tolerable correction. This recantation is due to the valuable 
investigations of M. Victor Berard in his illuminating book “ Les 
Phéniciens et |’Odyssée’. He gives many remarkable instances of 
the geographical precision of the Homeric poems. 

In this particular case he tells us that in the Channel of 
Zante there are actually some half-submerged pointed rocks lying 
west and north-west of the coast of Elis between Cape Glarenza 
and Cape Nepito. There are four sets (pdtes, pies) with smallest 
depth of water 5™,o2 in 1844 and 4™,09 in 1865 according to the 
official publication ‘Les Instructions nautiques ’. 

I am afraid that M. Bérard has not only ruined my 
little emendation but has seriously damaged both the Aeolic 
and the Ionian supposed authors of the Homeric poems. Still, 
leaving these two phantoms to shift for themselves, I cannot 
allow this remark of M. Bérard to pass unchallenged: ‘Télémaque, 
en longeant les Iles Pointues, craint d’étre drossé par le courant 
et de perdre la vie ou de rester pris dans ces aiguilles de roches.’ 
What Telemachus is afraid of, or anxious about, is lest he should 
be intercepted and slain by the suitots, of whose designs Athene 
had informed him before he left Sparta (o 27-30). 
© 310] ἀλλά μοι εὖ θ᾽ ὑπόθευ καὶ ἅμ᾽ ἡγεμόν᾽ ἐσθλὸν ὅπασσον, 

The form ὑπόθευ is very suspicious: the combination εὖ 
ὑποθέσθαι does not elsewhere occur; and we may ask why any 
‘suggestion’ at all should be needed, if a ‘trusty guide’ is 
to be provided. 

ἀλλὰ σύ μ᾽ εὐθὺ πρόες καὶ ἅμ᾽ ἡγεμόν᾽ ἐσθλὸν ὅπασσον 
gives a very satisfactory sense, and follows closely the letters of 
the tradition ; but the sole epic authority for εὐθύ seems to be the 
Hymn to Hermes, 342. Perhaps therefore it might be better to 
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adopt the adverb which stands in a line singularly resembling in 
type the one just given, viz. II 38 :-— 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐμέ περ πρόες by’, ἅμα δ᾽ ἄλλον λαὸν ὅπασσον (L. ἄλλων) 
and read here ;-- 
ἀλλὰ σύ μ᾽ ὦκα πρόες καὶ ἅμ᾽ ἡγεμόν᾽ ἐσθλὸν ὄπασσον 
or even :— 
ἀλλὰ σύ μ᾽ ἠὺ πρόες —. 
Cf. ὃ 589 καὶ τότε σ᾽ εὖ πέμψω. 
ὁ 324] οἷά τε τοῖς ἀγαθοῖσι παραδρώωσι χέρηες. 
We may read, with some confidence. that τοῖς deserves its fate, 
οἷά τε πόλλ᾽, 
but though we may be well assured that ἀγαθοῖσι is wrong; for 
it is obvious that bad men might be even more successful in 
enforcing the performanee of these household serviees on their 
thralls than good men—in fact it would not be unfair to suppose 
that ἀγαθοῖσι is due to some one who wished to take παραδρώωσι 
as ‘misperform ’—yet we can scarcely be eertain of the word that 
the ironical ἀγαθοῖσι has superseded. I would suggest :— 
οἷά re πολλὰ ἄναξι παραδρώωσι χέρηες. (ὑποδρ. Herwerden.) 
Dissatisfaction with the form of the noun may have stimulated 
the change. 
ο 326] ὦ por, ξεῖνε; τίη τοι evi φρεσὶ τοῦτο νόημα 
ἔπλετο; ἦ σύ γε πάγχυ λιλαίεαι αὐτόθ' ὀλέσθαι;-- 
For ἔπλετο, which occupies so emphatic a position with so 
little claim to it, μέμβλεται may be suggested, cf. T 343 :-— 
ἦ νύ τοι οὐκέτι πάγχν μετὰ φρεσὶ μέμβλετ᾽ ᾿Αχιλλεύς ; 
In βὶ 364 where practically the same expression occurs, the same 
modification 
μέμβλεται: 7 ῥ᾽ ἐθέλεις ----. 
is admissible, In fact πῇ δ᾽ ἐθέλεις is inexplicable. Dr. Merry 
says y= ‘how ?’. But what does ‘ how ?’” mean in such a context ὃ 
0358] ἡ δ᾽ dye οὗ παιδὸς ἀπέφθιτο κυδαλίμοιο, 
λευγαλέῳ θανάτῳ, ὡς μὴ θάνοι ὅς τις ἐμοί γε 
ἐνθάδε ναιετάων φίλος εἴη καὶ φίλα ἔρδοι. 
Some MSS. have ὡς and ἃ modal adverb is certainly better, 
but what is really required is the relative ᾧ. Then if of in 1. 358 
be altered to σφοῦ = ‘their’, for the speaker is telling about 
Laertes and his wife, there only remains for consideration ὅς τις... 
φίλος εἴη καὶ φίλα ἔρδοι. Some scholars would write /épdu, but 
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the evidence of the poems is overwhelming against the Ff im this 
word. It would of course be easy to adopt ῥέζοι instead ; but it 
seems a great deal more likely that the attracted optative is the 
real fault, and that the subjunctive showd be restored and the 
passage read thus :— 
ἡ δ᾽ dyet σφοῦ παιδὸς ἀπέφθιτο κυδαλίμοιο 
λευγαλέῳ θανάτῳ, ᾧ μὴ θάνοι ὅς Tig ἐμοί γε 
ἐνθάδε ναιετάων φίλος ἥῃ καὶ φίλα εἰδῇ. 
i.e. be my friend and entertein friendly feeling for me. It is 
a matter of reciprocal feeling, of mutual friendship; not of feeling 
on one side and action on the other. For the corruption cf. o 51. 
ο 376] μέγα δὲ δμῶες χατέουσιν 
ἀντία δεσποίνης φάσθαι καὶ ἕκαστα πυθέσθαι, 
καὶ φαγέμεν πιέμεν τε ἔτειτα δὲ καί τι φέρεσθαι 
dypovd, οἷά τε θυμὸν ἀεὶ ὃδμώεσσιν ἰαίνει. 

There are two changes in-these lines which might be made 
with advantage and even with some confidence that they represent 
the archetype better than the tradition as given above. Firstly, 
1. 377 :— 

ἀντία δεσποίνης φάσθαι καὶ ἔπειτα πυθέσθαι, 

Not only is ἕκαστα unmetrical, but jt is quite impossible to 
suppose for a moment that in the heroic ages or in any other 
age δμῶες were allowed to play the part of Paul Pry to the 
extent inevitably suggested by ἕκαστα. On the other hand ἔπειτα 
emphasizes the natural sequence. The thrall first unfolds his 
budget of news, and after haying done so (ἔπειτα), of course 
receives in return an account of current topics in the town. 

Secondly, for the sake of metre only, 1. 379 might be read 
thus :— 

dypovd, οἷά re κῆρ αἰεὶ Suwerow laiver. 
Cf. x 58-9. Otherwise the variant gi στήθεσσιν should be 
accepted. 

We have now only 1. 378 with its hiatus licitus to deal with. 
Suppose we venture to borrow ἕκαστοι from the preceding line, 
‘each party of dudes,’ and allow the whole passage to stand thus :— 

μέγα δὲ δμῶες χατέουσιν 
ἀντία δεσποίνης φάσθαι καὶ ἔπειτα πυθέσθαι, 
καὶ φαγέμεν πιέμεν τε ἕκαστοι, καί τι φέρεσθαι 
ἀγρόνδ᾽, οἷά τε κῆρ αἰεὶ δμώεσσιν ἰαίνει. 
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© 397] δειπνήσας ἅμ᾽ verow ἀνακτορίῃσιν ἑπέσθω. 

dyaxropinow has two traditional interpretations (1) ‘of the 
master’, herilis, (2) ‘of his command’, ‘in his charge,’ due to 
Aristarchus and Aristophanes respectively. Perhaps ‘of the 
demesne’, or ‘manor’, might be preferable. 
© 425] ἐκ μὲν Σιδῶνος πολυχάλκου εὔχομαι εἶναι, 

κούρη δ᾽ εἴμ᾽ ᾿Αρύβαντος ἐγὼ ῥυδὸν ἀφνειοῖο. : 

One can hardly without culpable lenity conceal the disagreeable 
truth that in 1. 425 the fourth foot is defective, being properly 
a trochee. It is true that the genitive in -ov (as also the dative 
in -y), ordinarily short before a vowel, is not infrequently long: 
but there is an important restriction on its use with the latter 
quantity. In arsis the phenomenon is common and quite legiti- 
mate; in thesis it is seldom found, and the rare occasions, on 
which it does occur, may all be regarded as erroneous and 
corrupt. One well-known example, which from its repetition 
forms a considerable fraction of the whole number extant, will 
suffice by way of illustration. In Τ' 146 we hear of a Trojan 
named Πάνθοος ; the patronymic Πανθοΐδης occurs passim. In 
spite of this the ordinary texts exhibit :— 


O 522 εἴα IldvOov υἱὸν ἐνὶ προμάχοισι δαμῆναι. 
Pg οὐδ᾽ ἄρα Πᾳάνθον υἱὸς ἐυμμελίης ἀμέλησε. 
40 Πάνθῳ ἐν χείρεσσι βάλω καὶ Φρόντιδι δίῃ. 
59 τοῖον Πάνθου υἱὸν ξυμμελίην Εὔφορβον. 
23 ὅσσον Πάνθου vies ἐυμμελίαι φρονέουσιν. 
Of course there is no instance, and could be no instance, we may 
be sure, of either gen. or dat. or any other case with the second 
syllable in arsis. Obviously also the familiar adj. θοός is an 
integral part of the proper name. The tradition, however, is as 
here set forth, and it is maintained by most editors, though metre 
and everything else combine to prove that the trisyllabic dactylic 
forms Πανθόου and IlavOéw alone are genuine. 
There is a second point worthy of comment in our line 
(o 425) touching the word Σιδῶνος. It happens somewhat 
suggestively, that only here does Homer use the name of the 
town, though he occasionally speaks of the people, Σιδόνιοι (δ 84, 
618, 0 118), and the land, Σιδονίέη (ν 285, Z 291). Once (¥ 743) 
we find Xidoves (Ὁ). 


269 


ο 425-463 ODYSSEY 


From the facts stated there is a very strong probability that 

the original reading here was :— 

ἐκ μὲν Σιδονίων πολυχάλκων εὔχομαι εἶναι. 
That πολύχαλκος is just as applicable to a person as to a place 
appears from Καὶ 315, where Dolon is described as πολύχρυσος 
πολύχαλκος. 

Nor is it less certain that the plural is admissible here, as 
witness :— 

v 192 τέων δ᾽ ἐξ εὔχεται εἶναι 
ἀνδρῶν ; ποῦ δέ νύ οἱ γενεὴ καὶ πατρὶς dpovpa ; 
where the form and sequence of the question are nearly the same 
as the statement in our passage. 

In the latter of our two lines it seems not unlikely that ἐγὼ 
pvddv—the pronoun is here quite superfluous—represents a com- 
pound adverb such as ἐπιρρυδόν, cf. the later ἐπίρροια, ἐπιρροή. 
Somewhat similar too is érippvrov, which apparently is used 
in an adverbial sense by Aeschylus :— 

Eumen. 907 καρπόν τε γαίας καὶ Boray ἐπίρρυτον 
ἀστοῖσιν εὐθενοῦντα μὴ κάμνειν χρόνῳ. 
Or did Aeschylus write ἐπιρρυδόν ? 
©0435] εἴη κεν καὶ τοῦτ᾽, εἴ μοι ἐθέλοιτέ ye, ναῦται, 
ὅρκῳ πιστωθῆναι ἀπήμονά μ᾽ οἴκαδ᾽ ἀπάξειν. 

It is not sufficient merely to omit μ᾽ in the second line here 
(van Leeuwen and da Costa, Monro, crit. note (1901)). The first 
line clearly should stand thus :— 

εἴη κεν καὶ τοῦτ᾽, εἰ δή μ᾽ ἐθέλοιτέ ye, ναῦται, (μ᾽ ΞΞ μοι) 
Compare 2 ρ6:-- 
εἴη κεν καὶ TovTo —, εἰ δὴ ὁμὴν ᾿Αχιλῆι —. 
9 439] τοῖς δ᾽ αὖτις μετέειπε γυνὴ καὶ ἀμείβετο μύθῳ" 

There is slight MSS. authority for τοῖσ᾽ αὖθις (α U, ss. Ὁ 
Ludwich). But the decision of usage in this matter is paramount 
and admits of no compromise. When we consider the frequency 
of τὸν δ᾽ αὖτε προσέειπε and the like in conjunction with the 
curious fact that airs save here is never used at all in ex- 
pressions of this kind, it is surely certain that the true reading 
must be :— 

τοὺς δ᾽ abre προσέειπε ----. 
0 463) ὄὦνον ὑπισχόμεναι- ὃ δὲ τῇ κατένευσε σιωπῇ. 
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Better thus :— 
ὦνον ὑπισχόμεναι" τῇ δ᾽ ὃς κατένευσε σιωτῇ.- 


Cf. Z 59 and 286, &c. 
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wit] οὔ πω πᾶν εἴρητο ἔπος, Gre οἱ φίλος vids —. 
351 οὔ πω πᾶν εἴρηθ᾽, ὅτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ᾿Αμφίνομος ἴδε νῆα. 

In the latter of these two lines Ahrens proposed to introduce 

his ‘ legitimate’ hiatus by reading :— 
εἴρητο ὅτ᾽ ᾿Αμφίνομος ----- 
The suggestion has-been well received. Whether hiatus is ever 
legitimate is a question too readily taken for granted; but here 
it may be remarked that we have from Eustathius a perfectly 
metrical reading :— 
εἴρητο, καὶ ᾿Αμφίνομος 
which has this recommendation, that by its aid not only π 351 
but + 11 and the analogous K 540 :— 
οὔ πω πᾶν εἴρητο ἔπος, ὅτ᾽ dp’ ἤλυθον αὐτοί. 

may become metrical instead of unmetrical lines :— 

x 11 ov πω πᾶν εἴρητο ἔπος, καὶ οἱ φίλος vios —. 

K 540 ov πω πᾶν εἴρητο ἔπος, καὶ ἐπήλυθον αὐτοί. 

That καί, which is here equivalent to the temporal con- 
junction, should have been displaced by it is not surprising. The 
strict grammarian would see to that. We may compare Virgil’s 
(Aen. iii.8) :— 

Vix prima inceperat aestas, 
et pater Anchises dare fatis vela iubebat. 

I submit that a remedy which removes the difficulties of the 
three passages is intrinsically better than that by which one only 
receives a questionable improvement. 
π28} (=p 41) 

ἦλθες, Τηλέμαχε, γλυκερὸν φάος" ov σ᾽ Er ἐγώ ye 
ὄψεσθαι ἐφάμην, ἐπεὶ ᾧχεο νηὶ Πύλονδε. 

In the above passage I may say at once that beyond the slight 
improvement already suggested (v. p. 198) εἰσόψεσθ᾽ ἐφάμην.--- 
Naber’s οὐκέτ᾽... ὄψεσθαί σ᾽ gives a false position to the pro- 
noun—I do not propose to make any change whatever; but I am 
by no means satisfied with, and I challenge the correctness of, the 
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recognized rendering of the clause that begins my quotation, 
ἦλθες, Τηλέμαχε, γλυκερὸν φάος, ‘thou art come, Telemachus, 
sweet light of mine eyes’ Butcher and Lang, ‘ ut Latine dicitur : 
mea lux, cf. Οἷς. ad Fam. xiv. 2’ Ebeling’s Lex. Hom., ‘mein 
stisses Leben’ Voss, like the Oriental ‘light of my life,’ ‘light of 
my eyes’ Liddell and Scott. 

Whether φάος ever became in later Greek a mere term of 
endearment for lovers, I will not attempt to decide. It is quite 
possible: it is even probable, though the instances in Liddell 
and Scott do not prove that it was so. But I utterly deny 
that there is any adequate reason for believing that Homer, 
who was no Oriental, either initiated or followed this interesting 
practice. 

For the Homeric meaning of φάος outside the strictly literal 
sense of ‘light’ and the special φάεα =‘eyes’, we have the evidence 
of the following passages :— 

Z 6 Tpdwy pate φάλαγγα, φάος δ᾽ ἑτάροισιν ἔθηκεν. 
II 95 ἀλλὰ πάλιν τρωπᾶσθαι, ἐπὴν φάος ἐν νήεσσι 
θήῃς. 
Y 95 7 οἱ πρόσθεν ἰοῦσα τίθει φάος, 
ᾧ 538 αἱ δὲ πετασθεῖσαι τεῦξαν φάος" 
Ο 741 τῶ ἐν χερσὶ φόως, οὐ μειλιχίῃ πολέμοιο. 
(Probably τῶ φάος ἐν χείρεσσ᾽, κτλ.) 
Θ 282 (=A 797) | 
βάλλ᾽ οὕτως, αἴ κέν τι φάος Δαναοῖσι γένηαι. 
Ῥ 615 καὶ τῷ μὲν φάος ἦλθεν, ἄμυνε δὲ νηλεὲς ἦμαρ. 
Σ 102 οὐδέ τι Πατρόκλῳ γενόμην φάος οὐδ᾽ ἑτάροισι. 
where the meaning is ‘ victory’, ‘success,’ ‘salvation,’ ‘rescue.’ 
In the last three instances the word is applied to a person; but 
this makes little or no difference in the sense, ‘the light of 
victory’ in contrast to ‘the darkness of defeat’. Hence in our 
two passages γλυκερὸν φάος, even as a vocative, must mean, I 
submit, not ‘sweet darling’ but ‘welcome rescuer’, ‘dear deliverer.’ 

But is γλυκερὸν φάος a vocative at all? I trow not, though, 
as we have seen, it would not be quite impossible to treat it as 
such. There are however two preferable alternatives. The 
simplest course would be to regard it as a nom. in apposition 
to the subject of ἦλθες, as is the case where it is read with ἦλθεν 
in P 615. The other alternative I would suggest is to take 
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γλυκερὸν φάος as the accusative of the internal object after ἦλθες, 
as in the familiar :— 
Ἕλένην κτάνωμεν Μενέλεῳ λύπην πικράν. 
The rendering would then be:—‘thou art come, Telemachus,— 
a welcome deliverance, a sweet relief.’ In other words ‘thy 
coming, Telemachus, is a welcome relief’. This form of expres- 
sion is thoroughly Homeric. 
A 196 ὅν τις ὀιστεύσας ἔβαλεν τόξων ἐὺ εἰδὼς 
Τρώων ἢ Λυκίων, τῷ μὲν κλέος, ἄμμι δὲ πένθος. 
{ 183 ἢ ὅθ᾽ ὁμοφρονέοντε νοήμασι οἶκον ἔχητον 
ἀνὴρ ἠδὲ yun πόλλ᾽ ἄλγεα δυσμενέεσσι, 
χάρματα δ᾽ εὐμενέτῃσι: 
Compare Τ' 51. 
Ω 735 ῥίψει χειρὸς ἑλὼν ἀπὸ πύργον, λυγρὸν ὄλεθρον. 

In either case φάος here is not a namby-pamby term of 
endearment as is commonly supposed, but retains the full vigour 
and vitality of its ordinary sense, and this is my main contention, 
which saves the poet from a time-honoured misunderstanding. 
= 66] v. Note on θ 347. 

BIO} πῶς γὰρ δὴ τὸν ξεῖνον ἐγὼν ὑποδέξομαι οἴκῳ; 
Two restorations of this line have been proposed :--- 

πῶς γὰρ δὴ ξεῖνον ὑποδέξομ᾽ ἐγὼν ἑνὶ οἴκῳ; (Knight) 

πῶς γὰρ δὴ ξεῖνον οἴκῳ ὑποδέξομαι dug; (Monro) 
In view of the rarity of ἀμός perhaps we should rather read :— 

πῶς yap δὴ ξεῖνον οἴκῳ ὑποδέξομ᾽ ἐγώ γε; 

So 1. 74 παρ᾽ ἐμοί ye for παρ᾽ ἐμοί re seems ποῦ unlikely. 
« 72] <A spurious exegesis of the preceding ov πω χερσὶ πέποιθα 
Without much doubt, as also in 2 369, v. Leaf ad loc. 
π 88] πρῆξαι δ᾽ ἀργαλέον τι μετὰ πλεόνεσσιν ἐόντα 

ἄνδρα καὶ ἴφθιμον, ἐπεὶ ἢ πολὺ φέρτεροί εἰσι. 

The accusatives here enjoy the support of the MSS., and yet 
there can be little doubt that, as the metre declares, the true 
reading is :-— 

πρῆξαι δ᾽ ἀργαλέον τι μετὰ πλεόνεσσιν ἐόντι 
ἀνδρὶ καὶ ἰφθίμῳ, ἐπεὶ word φέρτεροί εἰσι. 
For better assurance we may turn to :— 

M 410 ἀργαλέον δέ μοί ἐστι καὶ ἰφθίμῳ περ ἐόντι 

μούνῳ ῥηξαμένῳ θέσθαι παρὰ νηυσὶ κέλευθον" 
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Y 356 ἀργαλέον δέ μοί ἐστι καὶ ἰφθίμῳ περ ἐόντι 
τοσσούσδ᾽ ἀνθρώπους ἐφέπειν καὶ πᾶσι μάχεσθαι. 

See { 60 (Note ad fin.). 
m 107] ἢ τάδε γ᾽ αἰὲν ἀεικέα ἔργ᾽ Spdac ba, 

ξείνους τε στυφελιζομένους δμῳάς τε γυναῖκας 

ῥνστάζοντας ἀεικελίως κατὰ δώματα καλά, 

καὶ οἶνον διαφυσσόμενον καὶ σῖτον ἔδοντας 

μὰψ αὕτως ἀτέλεστον ἀνηνύστῳ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ. 

There is a curious variation, more striking perhaps because 
it is symmetrical, in this series of participles στυφελιζομένους, 
ῥυστάζοντας, διαφυσσόμενον, ἔδοντας, an alternation of passive and 
active. Change of subject is Homeric enough, but this fluctuation 
seems to transgress the limits of allowable licence, especially when 
simply by changing διαφυσσόμενον to διαφυσσομένους We might take 
all the participles as transitive with one and the same subject, 
thus rendering the construction incomparably more natural with 
very little sacrifice of tradition. 

I have quoted the passage, however, mainly to draw atten- 
tion to ἀτέλεστον in the last line. It must, I think, be regarded 
grammatically as an adjective agreeing with σῦτον, though in sense 
it will be adverbial. The meaning, if we follow Ameis-Hentze 
(‘endlos, ohne Ende ἾὟ is ‘ without end or measure ’, ‘ without stint.’ 
This rendering I venture to dispute: ἀτέλεστος cannot properly 
carry such a sense. It means ‘unconsummated’, ‘imperfect,’ 
‘unsuccessful,’ v. A 26, 8 273, θ 571. 

If again we adopt as the meaning here ‘fruitlessly ’, ‘ to 
no good end,’ the result is still not much more satisfactory. 
The doubt as to the legitimacy of the translation is not entirely 
removed, and ἀτέλεστον, 80 understood, merely anticipates the 
following phrase ἀνηνύστῳ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ: Under such circumstances 
I see no escape from the conclusion of Thiersch ‘ Dieser Vers ist 
einzig schlecht—endigt sich sehr tautologisch ’. 

I believe, however, it might be redeemed by a single slight 
change, -@ for -ov, really -οἱ for -ov :— 

μὰψ αὕτως ἀτελέστῳ ἀνηνύστῳ ἐπὶ ἔργῳ. 
Even if ἀτελέστῳ and ἀνηνύστῳ bear an identical meaning, 
‘impracticable,’ ‘unattainable,’ still the strengthening or en- 
forcing of an idea by such iteration is a very different thing 
from the addition of a long clause which merely explains a 
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word in itself sufficient: but probably there is after all no such 
tautology about the adjectives as is here supposed. Without any 
undue stretching of the Homeric usage of verbal adjectives I think 
we may render the proposed reading :—‘ while their real object 
remains unatiained and unattainable,’ ‘engaged in a business that 
has failed and is doomed to failure.’ 

In this light the line is far from being a bad one (‘schlecht’). 
The expression rises by a fitting gradation, forming a very effective 
and telling climax. 
® 133] οἴῃ ἀπαγγείλας: τῶν δ᾽ ἄλλων μή τις ᾿Αχαιῶν ---. 

Perhaps λάθρη ἀπαγγείλας, v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 110, unless we 
transpose dyyeiAas οἴῃ, cf. 150. 

w 142] αὐτὰρ viv ἐξ of σύ γε ᾧχεο νηὶ Πύλονδε, 

It is hardly possible to accept ἀπῴχεο (Barnes) in spite of 
the slight support given by érwyeo G. The choice seems to lie 
between the οὗ re of Nauck and the οἷο of Ahrens, and the latter 
is to be preferred, both because re is unsuitable and because οἷο is 
naturally modernized into the traditional reading. 

w 149] See Note on A 492 ad fin. 
π΄171} δηρὸν ἀπὸ σφῶιν ἔσομαι pepavia μάχεσθαι. 
Read with slightly enhanced emphasis on the pronoun :— 
ἀπὸ σφῶν y ἔσομαι —. 
Cf. E 287 ἀτὰρ οὐ μὲν σφῶί γ᾽ ὀίω, ὃ 62, x 219 (ὑμέων γε Bias). 
π΄181} ἀλλοῖός μοι, ξεῖνε, φάνης νέον ἠὲ πάροιθεν. 

Although it is obvious that Telemachus means only to 
remark that the stranger (Odysseus) is considerably altered in 
appearance from what he was before,—we have just been told 
that Athene touched him with her golden wand—yet the ex- 
traction of this simple sense from the text is a matter of serious 
difficulty. We are asked to render thus: ‘Thou seemest just 
now, stranger, a man other than before.’ Messrs. Butcher and 
Lang have it ‘Even now, stranger, thou art other in my sight 
than that thou wert a moment since’. 

The difficulty is that practically νέον φάνης is not at all 
different from πάροιθεν davys. While both expressions necessarily 
refer to a time now past, νέον conveys the additional information 
that this time has only just gone by, so that νέον φάνης means 
‘you appeared just now ’, ‘a little while ago,’ νεωστί If there 
were any doubt of this, it should be set at rest by the lines we 
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meet a little farther on :— 
199 ἦ γάρ τοι νέον ἦσθα γέρων καὶ ἀεικέα ἕσσο" 
νῦν δὲ θεοῖσι ἔοικας, ot οὐρανὸν εὑρὺν ἔχουσιν. 
where νέον ἦσθα is properly contrasted with νῦν ἔοικας, and where 
moreover νέον ἦσθα is not materially different from πάρος or 
πάροιθεν ἦσθα. 

Hence we find Prof. Hartman suggesting, with some approba- 
tion from van Leeuwen and da Costa, that we should read :-— 

νέον noe πάροιθεν 
‘modo et antea’ ‘lately and previously’. No doubt this is sense, 
a little loose perhaps: it ought at least to be ‘previously and 
lately’: but it is certainly not poetry. 

It is surprising that φάνης viv has not been suggested. 
Perhaps it has. It could not however be regarded as a real 
solution of the difficulty: for we should then have the aor. φάνης 
used firstly as the aor. which refers idiomatically to the present as 
just past, e.g. Arist. Knights 696 :— 

ἥσθην ἀπειλαῖς, ἐγέλασα ψολοκομπίαις, 
and secondly as an ordinary past tense with πάροιθεν. Singly 
and apart these usages may be unexceptionable, but they cannot, 
I submit, be thus combined and confused in one sentence. 

I think it is clear that the error is in the little suspected 
πάροιθεν, for which I once fancied περ ἤδη might be right; but now 
I see that the true solution of the problem is slightly different. 
The line, I assume, originally stood thus :— 

ἀλλοῖός μοι, ξεῖνε, φάνης νέον ἠέ περ ὧδε. 

Palaeographically IEPOAE might easily be misread into ΠΑ- 
POI@E, and certainly to the later Greeks ἠέ rep ὧδε would hardly 
seem a natural or readily intelligible expression for ἢ viv; but 
yet it is not difficult to see that this is the Homeric meaning of 
the formula. I find the following instances :— 

B 258 εἴ κ᾽ ἔτι σ᾽ ddpaivovra κιχήσομαι ὥς νύ περ ὧδε. 
This passage, by the way, was corrupted in ancient times very 
similarly to that under consideration. The copy of Sinope had 
ὡς τὸ πάρος wep. Moreover ὕστερον αὗτις (Massiliensis) and ἐν 
Δαναοῖσι (Philemon) seem to show that the original expression 
was, as I have said, not readily intelligible. 

2 398 ἀφνειὸς μὲν ὅ γ᾽ ἐστί, γέρων δὲ δὴ ὡς σύ περ ὧδε. 

Hymn. Dem. 116 τηλίκαι, ὡς σύ περ ὧδε, καὶ ὁπλότεραι γεγάασιν. 
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Evidently the present corruption for all its facility could never 
have held its ground, or indeed have gained a footing at all, 
except for the use of the aor. above mentioned, which is also 
Homeric to a certain extent; but v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 78. The 
meaning, however, of φάνης νέον is absolutely and irrevocably 
determined by νέον ἦσθα. 


4 185] ἠδὲ χρύσεα δῶρα τετυγμένα: φείδεο δ᾽ ἡμέων. 

A spurious line. The preceding one says all that need be 
said. Here we get into the region of the hyperbolical. Nor is 
the final φείδεο δ᾽ ἡμέων any improvement on ἴληθι preceding. 
Metrically ἠδὲ χρύσεα is a faulty opening: though this might be 
remedied by ἠδ᾽ ἔτι, v. 6352 (Note). 

π 217} φῆναι ἢ αἰγυπιοὶ γαμψώνυχες, οἷσί τε τέκνα 

ἀγρόται ἐξείλοντο πάρος πετεηνὰ γενέσθαι. 

If we consider this passage in connexion with :— 

X 293 δεσμοί τ᾽ ἀργαλέοι καὶ βουκόλοι ἀγροιῶται. 

p 858 νήπιοι ἀγροιῶται, ἐφημέρια φρονέοντες, 

Δ 549 κύνες τε καὶ ἀνέρες ἀγροιῶται, (=O 272) 

676 κὰδ δ᾽ ἔπεσεν, λαοὶ δὲ περίτρεσαν ἀγροιῶται. 

we cannot fail to notice the unique ἀγρόται, a form which evidently 
does not belong to the same linguistic period as the synonymous 
ἀγροιῶται. Two courses are now open. On the one hand we may 
regard the presence of ἀγρόται in r 218 as proof positive that 
this passage could not have been written before dypérys had 
come into use instead of the earlier dypowrys. This is the usual 
inference and is commonly accepted as irrefutable. Payne Knight 
(Prolegom. ὃ 44) cites this very ἀγρότης as an example of those 
words which ‘ Atticam istam elegantiam et concinnitatem, quae 
maiestatem veteris linguae paullatim subruebat, iamdudum 
obreptantem produnt’. And so the way is opened for a vapid 
flood of argument intended to demonstrate the composite and 
unreal character of Homer’s language. 

On the other hand it may be said, and I see no effective 
reply to the allegation, that the word dypdérys here cannot be 
trusted as a basis for any conclusions respecting the original 
date of the poems: for it may be, and very probably is, a mere 
modernization, a substitution of the familiar for the obsolete made 
in later times, because the passage happened to lend itself easily 
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to such a substitution. On this hypothesis we may assume that 
the original ran :— 
ἀγροιῶται ἕλοντο. 

Now the later Greeks used ἀγρόται in their daily speech and 
also—this may be noted as a minor point—eiAovro rather than 
ἕλοντο. By merely adding the little preposition ἐκ, making 
ἃ compound verb, which indeed suits the later idiom better 
than the simple one, they secured the double advantage of 
ἀγρόται ἐξείλοντο. What harm that they could realize or ap- 
preciate is done to Homer by the substitution? Would any 
Greek of the age of Pericles have preferred that his children 
in their repetition-lessons should commit to memory and say 
ἀγροιῶται ἕλοντο rather than dypdra: éfeiAovro? Not one. Attica 
ista elegantia et concinnitas facillime punctum omne tulissent. 

The perception of the possibility of this modification, a 
possibility rising in fact to a very high level of probability, is 
not to be treated as if it were an impression or conviction that 
the later Greeks disregarded all limits of moderation and reason 
in the modernization of their ancient epic heirlooms. The very 
word we are now considering, dypowra, is an absolute proof 
that they did not. We see that in four instances out of five 
the archaic form is maintained unimpaired, and if it was 
sacrificed in + 218, the reason for its abandonment is as plainly 
discernible in the one case as the cause of its retention in the 
other four. 

x 236] See Note on τ 218. 
@ 241] ὦ πάτερ, 7 τοι σεῖο μέγα κλέος αἰὲν dxovoy, 

Read ἀκούω, cf. ο 403 εἴ που ἀκούεις, A 458, γ 193, 8 118, ὃ 94, 
688. Similar is σ 126. 

w 287] See Note on € 522. 
w 290] (= τ 9) ἀλλὰ κατύκισται, ὅσσον πυρὸς ἵκετ᾽ ἀυτμή. 

The verb κατήκισται presents another patent modernization, 
quite on a par with the one just noticed, 1. 218, and an example 
of the so-called legitimate hiatus to boot. Fortunately ἀεικίζω is 
well established as the only legitimate Homeric form of the simple 
verb, Π 545, T 26 ἀεικίσσωσι, X 256 ἀεικιῶ (leg. ἀεικίσομ᾽), 
Q 22, 54 ἀείκιζεν (-e), Π 559 ἀεικισσαίμεθ᾽, X 404 ἀεικίσσασθαι, 
not to mention the cognate and confirmatory ἀεικής, ἀεικέλιος, 
ἀεικείη. 
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This is moreover one of the cases in which we are compelled 
to recognize what is called the medial digamma, ἀβῤεικίζω, 80 
that the contraction given in the vulgate is for Homer doubly 
impossible. Consequently there is hardly room for doubt that 
the true reading here is :— 

ἀλλὰ κατηείκισται, ὅσον πυρὸς ἵκετ᾽ ἀντμή. 
It is easy to see that the lack of a separate sign to distinguish 
ἢ from ¢ in the earlier writing would much facilitate the honest 
delusion that κατήκισται was the Homeric form. The difference 
between the forms is only that between ee and ει. 

I have to resign the priority in the making of this correc- 
tion to van Herwerden, and therefore I may without interested 
motives, as I am not the first in the field, declare my conviction 
not only that the case against the accepted form κατήκισται is 
unanswerable, but that Herwerden’s restoration of the original 
is as assuredly right as if it were vouched for by every extant 
MS. and every papyrus that has, or may hereafter, come to light. 

The change of ὅσσον to ὅσον can hardly, I should imagine, 
offend even the most susceptible. 
® 294 ] αὐτὸς yap ἐφέλκεται ἄνδρα σίδηρος. 

Here and in the corresponding passage, τ 13, the use of 
σίδηρος is by many regarded as an anachronism, v. Dr. Monro’s 
Note on τ 1-50 (4). Prof. Ridgeway on the other hand looks upon 
this clause as evidence that the Homeric age was not the age 
of the Mycenaean finds. Suppose, however, that before this 
quotation established itself as a proverb, it stood thus :— 

αὐτὸς yap ἐφέλκεται ἀνέρα χαλκός. 

This would bring the line into harmony with the general use 
of χαλκός in the poems to express weapons, ὀξέϊ χαλκῷ, &c., and 
no one can doubt that in the full development of the age of iron, 
the modification we find in the tradition would follow inevitably 
in a proverbial saying. Cf. Val. Fl. v. 540 ‘ virum trahit ipse 
chalybs ἢ. 

This suggestion has, I find, been made by van Leeuwen and 
da Costa: but its solvent effect on one of the arguments of the 
Higher Criticism, so called, is worth notice. If ἐφέλκεται refers 
to magnetic attraction σίδηρος will stand, but the line then can 
hardly be anything but a late interpolation, for Homer knows 
nothing of magnetism nor does all iron possess magnetic power. 
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= 302] μήτ᾽ οὖν Λαέρτης ἴστω τό γε μήτε συβώτης 
μήτε τις οἰκήων μήτ᾽ αὐτὴ Πηνελόπεια. 

Kirchhoff condemns the two lines: but there is nothing really 
against them except the neglect of the F in οἰκήων. It is easy to 
read :— 

μήτ᾽ dpa τις οἰκεὺς ---. 
π 367] οὔ ποτ᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἠπείρου νύκτ᾽ ἄσαμεν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνὶ πόντῳ ---- 

The regular ἀέσσαμεν is given by two MSS.DZ. Wacker- 
nagel has accordingly given 

ἐπ᾿ ἠπείροιο ἀέσσαμεν 
which is approved by Monro ad loc., and suggested though not 
adopted by van Leeuwen and da Costa, who might have been 
expected to recognize only an augmented and necessarily long a 
in ἀέσσαμεν. We may safely read :— 

ἐπ᾿ ἠπείρου ἀέσσαμεν. 
x 369] Τηλέμαχον λοχόωντες, ἵνα φθίσαιμεν ἑλόντες 

αὐτόν: τὸν δ᾽ ἄρα τῆος ἀπήγαγε οἴκαδε δαίμων. 

For αὐτόν Bekker would read αὐτόθι, Nauck αὐτίκα. Either 
gives a satisfactory sense; but avrws seems to me far more likely 
to have been lost than either of the two other adverbs, because 
(1) it is a form that became obsolete, and (2) the sense would be 
hardly understood ‘as he was ’, ‘ there and then.’ 

w 387] εἰ δ᾽ ὑμῖν ὅδε μῦθος ἀφανδάνει, ἀλλὰ βόλεσθε ----. 

As neither ἀφανδάνει nor ἀξανδάνει is a possible form, I suggest 
that the original form of the line was :— 

εἰ δ᾽ αὖ μῦθος ὅδ᾽ ὕμμ᾽ ἀποανδάνει, --- 
Cf. ἀποεῖπον, ἀποτιμάω, ἀποκηδέω. 
Or again, abandoning the somewhat doubtful preposition, we 
might read :— 
εἰ δ᾽ αὖ μῦθος ὅδ᾽ ὕμμ᾽ οὐ dvddve. —. 
x 390 ] ἐνθάδ᾽ ἀγειρόμενοι, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ μεγάροιο ἕκαστος 
μνάσθω ἐέδνοισιν διζήμενος" 

Read οὗ δ᾽ ἐκ μεγάροιο, ‘from his own hall.’ Clearly the 
possessive pronoun cannot be omitted here. Cf. Note on νυ 33 ff. 
π 402 ] κτείνειν. ἀλλὰ πρῶτα θεῶν εἰρώμεθα βονλάς. 

Read ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε πρῶτα as metre demands, cf. 9 352 (Note). 

x 404] αὐτός τε xrevéw τούς τ᾽ ἄλλους πάντας ἀνώξω᾽ 

The curious fut. ἀνώξω can hardly be right. It is of course 

unique, and probably owes its existence to the fact that the 
280 


: BOOK XVI π 404-418 


next line ends with ἄνωγα. The only variant is ἀνάξω PYO 
(Ludwich). I will suggest as at least possible and certainly 
preferable :-— 

ἀνήσω. 


Cf. β 185 οὐδέ κε Τηλέμαχον κεχολωμένον ὧδ᾽ ἀνιείης. 

τ 418] ᾿Αντίνο᾽, ὕβριν ἔχων, κακομήχανε, καὶ δέ σέ φασιν 
ἐν δήμῳ Ἰθάκης μεθ᾽ ὁμήλικας ἔμμεν ἄριστον , 
βουλῇ καὶ μύθοισι 

Can we rightly assign to the phrase μεθ᾽ ὁμήλικας the sense 
here obviously required, ‘among thy coevals,’ ‘amidst thy peers’ ? 
If we could stringently limit our range of view to this passage 
and one other :— 

1 53 Τυδεΐδη, πέρι μὲν πολέμῳ ἕνι καρτερός ἐσσι, 
καὶ βουλῇ μετὰ πάντας ὁμήλικας ἔπλευ ἄριστος. 
we might possibly rest in a state of stolid contentment. But 
the moment we audaciously proceed—per vetitum et nefas—to 
take into consideration the ordinary usage of μετά with the acc., 
our satisfaction—alas !—is at an end for ever. 

Now μετά with acc. frequently occurs in Homer after a verb 
of motion with the meaning (1) ‘to join the company of’, (2) ‘in 
pursuit of’, ‘in quest of,’ e.g. (1) A 222 pera δαίμονας ἄλλους 
(βεβήκει), 85, (2) ξ 133 ἠὲ per dyporépas ἐλάφους (ἔρχεται), 
Δ 292 βῆ δὲ per ἄλλους, A Joo. Then (3) it means merely 
‘after ’, ‘next to,’ without the necessity for any verb of motion, 
φΦ 190 ἐκ δ᾽ αὐτὸς pera τοὺς δόμον ἤλυθε, X 260 τὴν δὲ per 
᾿Αντιόπην ἴδον, &c., &e. 

From this last usage comes directly its employment in certain 
sentences closely analogous to, and yet oddly different from, the 
peculiar pair under examination :— 

B 674 Nipeds, ὃς κάλλιστος ἀνὴρ ὑπὸ Ἴλιον ἦλθεν 

τῶν ἄλλων Δαναῶν μετ᾽ ἀμύμονα ἸΠηλεΐωνα' 
I 140 (= 282) 
ai xe per ᾿Αργείην Ἑλένην κάλλισται ἔωσιν. 
M 103 of γάρ οἱ εἴσαντο διακριδὸν εἶναι ἄριστοι 
τῶν ἄλλων μετά γ᾽ αὐτόν" 
Here ye probably represents an original éfé. 

6117 Ναυβολίδης, ὃς ἄριστος ἔην εἶδός τε δέμας τε 

πάντων Φαιήκων per ἀμύμονα Λαοδάμαντα. 
281 


π 418 ODYSSEY 


λ 522 κεῖνον δὴ κάλλιστον ἴδον μετὰ Μέμνονα δῖον. 
(κάλλιστον δὴ τόν γε ἴδον Cobet.) 
Add A 470, 551, w 18. 

It appears then that perd with acc., especially after super- 
latives ἄριστος, &c., has a very distinct and definite meaning, 
practically ‘with the exception of’, more literally ‘in succession 
to’, ‘ranking next to.’ If so—and the quoted passages seem 
to place the matter beyond all doubt—then in + 419 popular 
rumour and in I 54 the aged Nestor paid Antinous and Tydides 
respectively a very ambiguous, or rather left-handed, com- 
pliment by classing them as ‘best after (every one of) their 
compeers ἢ. 

The unfortunate school-boy who figures at the very bottom 
of his class might find this idiom useful to save his face, as they 
say in China, when it became necessary to describe his position 
to his hopeful parents: but I fear the artifice without the aid 
of a learned language properly misunderstood would prove a 
failure. 

Recognizing the absurdity Nauck has suggested, and van 
Leeuwen and da Costa have accepted, the correction :— 

καθ᾽ ὁμήλικας, 
but I think the difficulty may be surmounted and the corrup- 
tion accounted for much more easily, if we suppose that the 
original was in the first case :— 
μεθ᾽ ὁμηλίκεσ᾽ ἔμμεν ἄριστον, 
and in the second :— 
pera πάντεσ᾽ ὁμηλίκεσ᾽ ἔπλε᾽ ἄριστος. 

The dative after μετά, which is epic not Attic, affords the 
required meaning, ‘amid thy compeers.’ We have already 
seen the proper use of perd with acc. after a superlative, and 
the construction with the dat., the superlative being still 
present, may now be illustrated to confirm the emendation. 
We have :— 

A 516 pera πᾶσιν ἀτιμοτάτη θεός εἶμι, 
where no misguided remodeller has introduced μετὰ πάντας, which 
would be admissible if r 419 and I 54 be right: but no one 
would like, I fancy, to have to defend such a change. 
TI 570 βλῆτο yap ov τι κάκιστος ἀνὴρ μετὰ Μυρμιδόνεσσιν" 
Ψ 476 οὔτε νεώτατός ἐσσι per ᾿Αργείοισι τοσοῦτον. 
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In these two lines also the datives have been left undisturbed 
for a very good and obvious reason. 

For similar instances of the archaic form of the dat. plur. in 
-eoe expelled in favour of the acc. I may refer to the Notes on 
ε 328 ff. and y 164. 

If Nauck’s remedy, xard, be wanted anywhere, let it be 
applied to B 143 where pera πληθύν is certainly objectionable, 
more objectionable than ever if the argument here advanced 
be accepted; for nothing is then left to keep it in countenance. 
But really little reliance can be placed upon the genuineness 
of B 143 at all: it was athetized by Aristarchus and probably 
rightly. Again καθ᾽ ὅμιλον (van Leeuwen and da Costa) may 
be right in P 149, but the traditional μεθ᾽ ὅμιλον is not quite 
indefensible after σαώσειας, and may well be left in undisturbed 
possession. 
= 428] τόν ῥ᾽ ἔθελον φθῖσαι καὶ ἀπορραῖσαι φίλον ἦτορ ---- 

Read perhaps ἀπορρῆσαι, v. Note on a 403 f. 

π 437] οὐκ ἔσθ᾽ οὗτος ἀνὴρ οὐδ᾽ ἔσσεται οὐδὲ γένηται, 
ὅς κεν Τηλεμάχῳ σῷ vidi χεῖρας ἐποίσει 
ζώοντός γ᾽ ἐμέθεν καὶ ἐπὶ χθονὶ δερκομένοιο. 

This passage is of great interest because we can compare it 
with the similar guarantee given to Calchas by Achilles :— 

A 88 ov τις ἐμεῦ ζῶντος καὶ ἐπὶ χθονὶ δερκομένοιο 

σοὶ κοίλῃς παρὰ νηνσὶ βαρείας χεῖρας ἐποίσει 
συμπάντων Δαναῶν, οὐδ᾽ ἣν ᾿Αγαμέμνονα εἴπῃς, --- 

Taking the words as they stand, no one could say that the 
lines from the Iliad bear marks of being older than those from 
the Odyssey. In fact a comparison of ἐμεῦ ζῶντος with ζώοντός 
γ᾽ ἐμέθεν and of ὅς κεν ἐποίσει (Subjunctive) with ov ris ἐποίσει, to 
say nothing of κοίλῃς παρὰ νηυσί and the somewhat otiose βαρείας, 
would lead and could lead only to the epposite conclusion. But, 
before drawing such a conclusion, we ought first to consider 
whether it is not possible and even probable that the lines have 
sustained modifications in later times, which may have materially 
altered their aspect. 

Let us take the passage from the Iliad first. Of course 
ζῶντος is un-Homeric: yet it would be futile to suggest {wod as 
the original. The (wovros of r 439 makes that impossible. 

But what is the meaning of ἐπὶ χθονὶ δερκομένοιο ἢ Of course 

283 


- 437 ODYSSEY 


it has to be regarded here as loosely synonymous with ζῶντος. 
‘and behold the light on earth’ (Leaf), ‘am on earth to see the 
light ’ (Butcher and Lang). 

As a matter of fact δέρκομαι, used intransitively, means only, 
as usage shows, ‘I stare, glare, gaze fixedly’; so that, if the 
words are to be accurately rendered, Achilles is absurdly repre— 
sented in an attitude, an habitual attitude moreover, either of 
moping philosophic contemplation, ‘ gazing on the ground,’ buried 
in the light of thought, no doubt, or else ‘ glaring at the ground’. 
If this latter be right, we might well say with the poet in a 
special sense: κωφὴν yap δὴ γαῖαν ἀεικίζει μενεαίνων. 

I am convinced, however, that Homer was not guilty of this 
travesty of the heroic. What we have in the tradition is due 
to some rhapsodist who dropt his aspirates occasionally. The 
line should stand thus :— 

ov τις ἐμεῦ ζώοντος ἐπὶ χθονί τ᾽ ἐρχομένοιο 
‘while I live and move upon earth’. For the intervention to be 
effectual it was not sufficient that he should be merely alive, cf. 

T 334 ἤδη yap ἸΠηλῆά γ᾽ ὀΐομαι ἢ κατὰ πάμπαν 
τεθνάμεν, 7 πον τυτθὸν ἔτι ζώοντ᾽ ἀκά - 
He must be capable of active bodily exertion, not a mere ἄχθος 
dpovpys. He must be like the generality of mankind, as they are 
depicted in the equivalent phrase (E 442), 
χαμαὶ ἐρχομένων τ᾽ ἀνθρώπων. 

So also Hymn. xxix. 2, cf. xxx. 3. Compare. the expression in 
P 447(= 0 131) :— 

πάντων ὅσσα τε γαῖαν ἔπι πνείει τε Kai ἕρπει. 
See also Note on w 263. 

Accordingly with two slight additional changes the passage 

A 88 ff. would read :-— 
od τις ἐμεῦ ζώοντος ἐπὶ χθονί τ᾽ ἐρχομένοιο - 
σοὶ κοίλῃς ἐπὶ νηυσὶ βαρείας χεῖρας ἐποίσει 
συμπάντων Δαναῶν, οὐδ᾽ εἴ κ᾿’ ᾿Αγαμέμνονα εἴπῃς, --- 
Cf. E 791, M 90. Perhaps παρὰ νηυσὶ θοῇσι (89). 
Closely following this arrangement of the earlier passage, 
I would suggest for + 437 :— 
οὐκ ἔσθ᾽ οὗτος ἀνὴρ οὐδ᾽ ἔσσεται οὐδὲ γένηται, 
ὅς κεν ἐμεῦ ζώοντος ἐπὶ χθονί τ᾽ ἐρχομένοιο 
Τηλεμάχῳ τεῷ υἷι βαρείας χεῖρας ἐποίσει. 
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This allows ὅς κ᾽ ἐμέο for ὅς κεν ἐμεῦ, but the contraction is quite 
admissible. 
π441}] αἶψά of αἷμα κελαινὸν ἐρωήσει περὶ δουρὶ 

ἡμετέρῳ, ἐπεὶ ἢ καὶ ἐμὲ πτολίπορθος ᾽Οδυσσεὺς 

πολλάκι γούνασι οἷσιν ἐφεσσάμενος κρέας ὀπτὸν 

ἐν χείρεσσιν ἔθηκεν, ἐπέσχε τε οἶνον ἐρυθρόν. 

Exception must be taken to ἡμετέρῳ: Dr. Monro suggests 
that the plural is used in order to seem to associate others with 
the speaker. But throughout the speech there is an insistence 
on his personal readiness as an individual to defend Telemachus 
against all and sundry. Consequently if ἡμετέρῳ be right, it can 
only be regarded as equivalent to ἐμῷ. I suggest, however, that 
it is a corruption, firstly because the preceding line, where it 
occurs in the Iliad (A 303), concludes a speech, and secondly, 
if my view of the line be right, a view adopted from the 
consideration of A 303, such a word is quite impossible. 

Achilles says to Agamemnon: ‘You may take Briseis, but 
nothing else that is mine.’ Then he proceeds :— 

εἰ δ᾽ dye μὴν πείρησαι, ἵνα γνώωσι καὶ ode 
αἶψά τοι αἷμα κελαινὸν ἐρωήσει περὶ δουρί. 

Now épwéw means ‘ to draw back ’, ‘to retire,’ v. P 422, «75, 
T 170, Ψ 468, and N 57, where ἐσσύμενος---ἐρωήσει᾽ should be 
read. 
I suggest that the original form of A 303 (and π 441 with 
οἱ for rou) was :— 

αἶψά τοι αἷμα κελαινὸν ἐμῷ ἥσει περὶ δουρί. 

The question is whether %ju can be used (sc. ῥόον) prac- 
tically as an intransitive verb. Certainly iu occurs with a 
similar ellipse in the sense of ‘I shoot’, ‘I throw,’ v. « 499, and 
the analogies of ἐλαύνω and ἔχω are in point. But the usage of 
iu itself in connexion with rivers and springs is more, if not 
quite, decisive :— 

239 ὃς πολὺ κάλλιστος ποταμῶν ἐπὶ γαῖαν ἴησι, 

ἢ 130 (δύω κρῇναι) ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρωθεν ὑπ᾽ αὐλῆς οὐδὸν ino. —. 

If this view be accepted, ἡμετέρῳ would need correction, and 
for it ἐν μεγάρῳ seems not unlikely, as involving but slight change 
of letters. It is not an ineffective touch that the locality should 
be thus marked, whether we leave it in connexion with l. 441 
or, by placing a full stop after δουρί, bring it into the following 
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sentence ‘ Since in his halls oft did Odysseus set me too on his 
knees &c.’. xai means ‘as well as his own son, Telemachus’. 
Cf. 115 «nde ἐπεί μοι. E 26, Z 474. 
= 454] σῦν ἱερεύσαντες ἐνιαύσιον. αὐτὰρ ᾿Αθήνη —. 

Read :— 

ἱρεύσαντες σῦν ἐνιαύσιον. 

Lines with diaeresis after both the second and fourth feet are 
not by any means 80 uncommon as is generally supposed. The 
first book of the Odyssey contains fifty-seven examples: the 
second sixty-nine: the third seventy-four; and in all probability 
an examination of the other books would show similar results. 
Cf. 8B 168, 178, 205. 
π471}] ἤδη ὑπὲρ πόλιος, ὅθι θ᾽ Ἕρμαιος λόφος eoriv, 

See Note on ¢ 294. 
4473) és Ape’ ἡμέτερον" πολλοὶ δ᾽ ἔσαν ἄνδρες ἐν αὐτῇ, 

The doubtful pronoun is not to be accepted here as genuine, 
ἄνδρες ἐν αὐτῇ is too easy a modification of a more antiquated 

ἀνέρες ἔνδον 

or perhaps εἴσω. 
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pio] τὸν ξεῖνον δύστηνον ἄγ᾽ és πόλιν, ὄφρ᾽ ἂν ἐκεῖθι 
δαῖτα πτωχεύῃ" 
14 ὁ ξεῖνος δ᾽ εἴ περ μάλα μηνίει, ἄλγιον αὑτῷ 
ἔσσεται" 
If we compare with the former of these two lines w 289 :— 
σὸν ξεῖνον δύστηνον, ἐμὸν παῖδ᾽, εἴ ποτ᾽ ἔην ye, 
it is not unreasonable to suppose that here also the true 
reading is 
σὸν ξεῖνον δύστηνον, 
and this is confirmed when we consider how well the possessive 
pronoun suits the manifest purpose of Telemachus to disarm 
suspicion by a pretended disclaimer of any sympathy with the 
swineherd’s guest. 
Again for 1. 14 we might restore not without some 
probability :-— 
ξεῖνος δ᾽ ef περ καὶ μάλα μηνίει, 
in view of the frequency of the occurrence of καὶ μάλα in conjunc- 
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tion, 6. g. 6139 εἰ καὶ μάλα καρτερὸς εἴη. ε 485 εἰ καὶ μάλα περ 
χαλεπαίνοι. ἔὕ 312 (ΞΕ 194) εἰ καὶ μάλα τηλόθεν ἐσσί, 6 217, 
ν 6, ξ 155. 

Still the objection would be raised that the article with 
ξεῖνος is a special feature of the Odyssey, a birth-mark which 
cannot be removed and should not be touched. To answer this 
it will be necessary to examine the claims of the article so far as 
ξεῖνος is concerned in some detail, exactly as was done in the 
case of νῆσος and χῶρος in the Note on ε 55. The general con- 
siderations there stated need not be repeated here. The facts 
with regard to ξεῖνος are as follow. Omitting vocatives which 
obviously can have no bearing on the question at issue, I find 
the word occurs 130 times in the Homeric poems: out of this 
number eight only belong to the Iliad. 

The nom. case sing. is used with the article 13 times Total 

.» accus, 5 Ἢ ‘5 18 times ᾿ 

τῷ ξείνῳ and τοὺς ξείνους occur once each 

It appears then that the use of the article is practically 
limited to the forms ξεῖνος and ξεῖνον. 

Let us first consider the two exceptions. They are :— 

ρ 345 δὸς τῷ ξείνῳ ταῦτα φέρων αὐτόν re κέλευε ---. 
Now in θ 477 Odysseus, acting just as Telemachus does here, 
says :— 
κῆρυξ, τῆ δή, τοῦτο πόρε κρέας, ὄφρα φάγῃσι, — 
So again in « 347 offering the wine to Polyphemus :-- 
Κύκλωψ, τῇ, πίε οἶνον, ἐπεὶ φάγες ἀνδρόμεα κρέα, ---- 
Cf. κ 287, ε346, Ἐ 219, Ψ 618, ῶ 287. I infer that the true 
reading here is :— 
τῇ, δὸς feivy ταῦτα φέρων —. 
Nor is the case of v 382 very difficult to 801γ69 :-- 
τοὺς ξείνους ἐν νηὶ πολυκληΐδι βαλόντες 
ἐς Σικελοὺς πέμπωμεν. 
We must again read, as in p 10, with effective ironical emphasis 
the possessive pronoun :— 
σοὺς ξείνους 
‘these friends of yours ἢ. 

We have now to consider the thirteen instances of 6 ξεῖνος, 
or rather the twelve, as one p 14 has already been dealt with. 
Six of these have an elision before the article, which may of 
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course be removed without detriment to either sense or metre: 
They would read thus :— 
ἢ 192 μνησόμεθ᾽, ὥς xe ξεῖνος ἄνευθε πόνου καὶ dvins —. 
θ 101 πάντων, ὥς κε ξεῖνος ἐνίσπῃ οἷσι φίλοισιν, —. 
251 παίσατε, ὧς κε ξεῖνος ἐνίσπῃ οἷσι φίλοισιν ---. 
σ 401 αἴθ' ὥφελλε ξεῖνος ἀλώμενος ἄλλοθ᾽ ὀλέσθαι ----. 
Φ 314 Amen, al κε ξεῖνος ᾽᾿Οδυσσῆος μέγα τόξον ---. 
424 Τηλέμαχ᾽, οὗ σε ξεῖνος ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἐλέγχει ----- 

There are thirty-three examples of ξεῖνος (nominative) without 
ὁ in the tradition, and in not a single one of the thirty-three can 
the article be inserted. In one way or another it is necessarily 
excluded. As the later Greeks would naturally favour the usage 
of their own day, it is not unlikely that the ὁ was deliberately 
inserted in the above six lines, if only because the work is done 
with such happy completeness. But be that as it may, these six 
lines absolutely refute the prevalent idea that the article, in p ro 
and 14 for example gives a contemptuous tone. In four, if not 
five, contempt is utterly out of the question. 

The remaining instances six in number are these :— 

6 388 ὁ ξεῖνος μάλα μοι δοκέει πεπνυμένος εἶναι. 

B41 ὃ ξεῖνος: μάλα πού μιν ἄχος φρένας ἀμφιβέβηκεν. 

p 586 οὐκ ἄφρων ὃ ξεῖνος ὀΐεται, ὥς περ ἂν εἴη: (Ludwich) 

σ 38 ὁ ξεῖνός τε καὶ Ἶρος ἐρίζετον ἀλλήλοιιν —. 

τ 99 ὁ ξεῖνος ἐμέθεν: ἐθέλω δέ μιν ἐξερέεσθαι. 

Ψ 28 ὁ ξεῖνος, τὸν πάντες ἀτίμων ἐν μεγάροισι 

I will suggest that θ 388 may have stood thus :— 

ξεῖνος μὲν μάλ᾽ ἐμοὶ δοκέει πεπνυμένος εἶναι 
Cf. δ 157 κείνου μέν τοι ὅδ᾽ υἱὸς ----. δ᾽ 174 δαιμόνιοι, μύθους μὲν ---- 
followed as here by ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε. 9 344, ἡ 160. 
For 6 541 :— 
ξεῖνος ὅδ᾽. ἦ μάλα πού μιν ἄχος φρένας ἀμφιβέβηκεν 
is supported by the ξεῖνος ὅδ᾽ of θ 28 and τ 27, though it would 
be possible to read simply ξεῖνος καὶ μάλα, as in p 14 above. 
p 586 οὐκ ἄφρων τὸ ξεῖνος dierat, ὥς περ dy εἴη. 
‘The stranger—no fool he—thinks of this, as it would be.’ 

This reading I proposed in a notice of Dr. Monro’s Od. 
xiii-xxiv. It seems to me to account for the presence of ὃ and 
to supply a satisfactory sense and construction, τό being the 
anticipated subject to ἂν εἴη, as in οἶδά σε τίς al. While con- 
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veying the same meaning, it renders Dr. Monro’s abrupt punctua- 
tion needless ;— 
οὐκ ἄφρων ὁ ξεῖνος" déeras, ds περ ἂν εἴη" 
σ 38 ὁ ξεῖνός τε καὶ Ἶρος ---. 

The very facility with which this might be emended in more 
ways than one makes a quite satisfactory restoration unattain- 
able. ξεῖνος yap καὶ Ἶρος would serve, as would other particles 
beside yap. We might even preserve ὁ by writing it 6 = ὅτι. The 
clause would then be an explanation of the reprwA7 mentioned in 
the preceding line, ‘the fact that.’ 

In τ 99 we have a line beginning with a spondee followed 
by a procession of six short syllables. I might fairly claim that 
a metrical freak like this is of no account whatever in any dis- 
cussion. I suggest :-— 

ξεῖνος ἐμεῦ: ἐθέλω δέ μιν ἐξερέεσθ᾽ ὅτις ἐστί. 
Cf. η 17 κερτομέοι τε ἔπεσσι καὶ ἐξερέοιθ᾽ ὅτις εἴη. 

The last example y 28 may be read ξεῖνος, τὸν καὶ πάντες, 
though, as in the case of o 38, other suggestions that would suit 
well enough (ξεῖνος μέν, τὸν &c.) might be made. 

It now remains to consider how the traditional examples of 
τὸν ξεῖνον can be dwelt with, if, as now seems likely, they are not 
to be accepted as original features of the Odyssey. Here they 
stand, omitting p 10 which has been already considered :— 

ἢ 227 πεμπέμεναι τὸν ξεῖνον, ἐπεὶ κατὰ μοῖραν ἔειπεν (=v 48). 
θ 133 δεῦτε, φίλοι, τὸν ξεῖνον ἐρώμεθα, εἴ τιν᾽ ἄεθλον ---. 
402 τοίγαρ ἐγὼ τὸν ξεῖνον ἀρέσσομαι, ὧς σὺ κελεύεις. 
ν 82 τὸν ξεῖνον πέμπωμεν eq ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν. 
0 842 καὶ νῦν μοι τὸν ξεῖνον ἄγων ἐν δώμασι σοῖσιν ---. 
π᾿ 70 πῶς γὰρ δὴ τὸν ξεῖνον ἐγὼν ὑποδέξομαι οἴκῳ ; 
48 ἀλλ᾽ ἦ τοι τὸν ξεῖνον, ἐπεὶ τεὸν ἵκετο Supa —. 
p 398 ὃς τὸν ξεῖνον ἄνωγας ἀπὸ μεγάροιο δίεσθαι ----. 
508 ἔρχεο, dc’ Εὔμαιε, κιὼν τὸν ξεῖνον ἄνωχθι —. 
544 ἔρχεό μοι τὸν ξεῖνον ἐναντίον ὧδε κάλεσσον. 
σ 222 ὃς τὸν ξεῖνον ἔασας ἀεικισθήμεναι οὕτως. 
416 μήτε τι τὸν ξεῖνον στυφελίζετε μήτε τιν᾽ ἄλλον (= v 324) ---. 
420 τὸν ξεῖνον δὲ ἐῶμεν ἐνὶ μεγάροις ᾿δυσῆος ---. 
1 94 ὡς τὸν ξεῖνον ἔμελλον ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἐμοῖσιν ---. 
v 305 οὐκ ἔβαλες τὸν ξεῖνον" ἀλεύατο γὰρ βέλος αὐτός. 
Let us take first x 78 for convenience. The restoration here 
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is hardly open to doubt. The formula ἀλλ’ ἦ ro — μέν is 
tolerably familiar to all readers of Homer. (See my list, Journ. 
Phil. xxiv. p. 275, also Note on τ 235.) Nor indeed is this use of 
μέν as a particle of emphasis limited to this formula only. We 
have it with this word ξεῖνον in ἡ 162 :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε δὴ ξεῖνον μὲν ἐπὶ θρόνου ἀργυροήλου ----. 
where two MSS. only, unavailingly but significantly, offer τὸν ξεῖνον. 

I take it then as a moral certainty that the true reading of 
π 78 is 

ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τοι ξεῖνον μέν, ἐπεὶ τεὸν ἵκετο δῶμα ----. 

This being so, the question naturally arises: To how many 
of the lines in the above list is this same remedy possibly and 
reasonably applicable ? 

Might we not accept as probable ?— 

227 πεμπέμεναι ξεῖνον μέν, ἐπεὶ κατὰ μοῖραν carey (= ν 48). 
@ 133 δεῦτε, φίλοι, ξεῖνον μὲν ἐρώμεθα 
402 τοΐγαρ ἐγὼ ξεῖνον μὲν ἀρέσσομαι 
ν 52 ξεῖνον μὲν πέμπωμεν ---- cf. Η 80 ἀνδρὸς μὲν τόδε σῆμα ---- 
ο 542 καὶ νῦν μοι ξεῖνον μὲν ἄγων ἐν δώμασι σοῖσιν 
ρ 398 ὃς ξεῖνον μὲν ἄνωγας 
σ 222 ὃς ξεῖνον μὲν ἔασας 
T 94 ὡς ξεῖνον μὲν ἔμελλον 
υ 305 οὐκ ἔβαλες μὲν ξεῖνον 
In this last the emphasis is on the verb, and the μέν rightly follows 
the Sa word. Similarly I should prefer in y 227(=v 48) 
πεμπέμεναι μὲν ξεῖνον ----. 
x70 πῶς γὰρ δὴ ξεῖνον οἴκῳ ὑποδέξομ᾽ ἐγώ γε; (v. Note ad loc.) 
There is no great difficulty presented by the next pair :-- 
p 508 ἔρχεο, dt” Evpare, κιὼν καὶ ξεῖνον ἄνωχθι —. 
544 ἔρχεο καί μοι ξεῖνον ἐναντίον ὧδε κάλεσσον. 

Cf.O 54 ἔρχεο νῦν ---- καὶ δεῦρο κάλεσσον. 

A little more difficulty attends the solution οὖσ 416 (=v 324). But 
with elose adherence to the text as transmitted, and even a slight 
gain in force, we might read :-— 
μήτ᾽ ἔτι τι ξεῖνον στυφελίζετε μήτε rw’ ἄλλον ---. 
There now remains only o 420, for which I have nothing better 
to suggest than the ordinary epic attributive article (Monro, 
H. G. ὃ 258) :- 
τὸν δ᾽ ἑάωμεν ξεῖνον 
290 


BOOK XVII p 10-22 


The conclusion I draw from all this is that it is idle and 
futile to treat ὁ ξεῖνος and τὸν ξεῖνον as congenital with the 
Odyssey. In some instances there is little real doubt that they 
are nothing but modernisms, and there is something more 
than a possibility that this is the true state of the case always. 
There is every probability that an examination of ὁ γέρων in both 
Tliad and Odyssey would show like results, cf. ¢ 55 (Note), « 375, 
τ 535: 

ρ 2217 ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχευ: ἐμὲ δ᾽ ἄξει ἀνὴρ ὅδε, τὸν σὺ κελεύεις, 
αὐτίκ᾽ ἐπεί κε πυρὸς θερέω ἀλέη τε γένηται. 

The form θερέω in 1. 23, if it be carefully considered, is 
more than a little surprising. To begin with it is quite unique, 
yet its acceptance seems inevitable, for there is no variant save 
the still more impossible θερεῶ of Flor. Laur. 52, corrected 
indeed into θερέω by the second hand and probably merely a 
slip of the copyist. Now let us see what grammatical explana- 
tion has been given of this θερέξά. We are told it is the 
subjunctive of a 2 aor. pass. ἐθέρην, a form itself entirely un- 
known, a mere figment in fact devised to meet the require- 
ments of this passage, and moreover probably quite incapable— 
even granting the possibility of its existence—of giving θερέω 
in Homer. The true form of the subjunctive would rather 
be θερείω after the analogy of δαμείω, δαείω from ἐδάμην, ἐδάην 
respectively. 

Accordingly without being guilty of any very precipitate 
scepticism we may venture to repudiate θερέω altogether as corrupt 
and look for some other solution of the problem presented by the 
tradition. Let us begin by reviewing the usage of Homer with 
respect to this verb θέρομαι, ‘I am warmed.’ Here we have, 
I believe, all the passages :— 

Z 331 ἀλλ᾽ ἄνα, μὴ τάχα ἄστυ πυρὸς δηίοιο θέρηται. 

A 666 ἢ μένει εἰς ὅ κε δὴ νῆες θοαὶ ἄγχι θαλάσσης 

᾿Αργείων ἀέκητι πυρὸς δηίοιο θέρωνται---; 

τ 64 νήησαν ξύλα πολλὰ φόως ἔμεν ἠδὲ θέρεσθαι. 

506 αὖτις ἄρ᾽ ἀσσοτέρω πυρὸς ἕλκετο δίφρον ᾽Οδυσσεὺς 
θερσόμενος, οὐλὴν δὲ κατὰ ῥακέεσσι κάλυψε. 

In τ 64 we may notice that the true reading φάος τ᾽ ἔμεν is 
supplied in Etym. Mag. 565, 39 and practically (re μέν) in 
Etym. Gud. 16, 3, but not apparently by any MS. of the 
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Odyssey. θερσόμενος in 1. 50] is paralleled by διαφθέρσεε 
(N 625), but is hardly sufficient to justify the suggestion of 
θέρσωμ᾽ (van Leeuwen and da Costa in Note) for our passage 
instead of θερέω. 

The peculiarity of the second foot in τ 507, I do not 
hesitate to say, is in all probability the result of a bold trans- 
position, designed to save the elision of the ε of ῥακέεσσι (v. Notes 
on ¢ 328 ff., ν 163 f., π 418, and cf. ® 539, p. 298), the original 
arrangement having been :— 

θερσόμενος, κατὰ δὲ ῥακέεσσ᾽ οὐλὴν ἐκάλυψε. 

Apart from the change of the order οὗ the words nothing is 
altered here save κάλυψε, which now appears as ἐκάλυψε---α 
slight matter, which van Leeuwen and da Costa, who indeed 
print ῥακέεσσ᾽ ἐκάλυψε according to their custom, would accept 
without demur, though of περὶ Prof. Platt might, I fear, be 
disposed to raise an objection to the augment. 

To return to our passage, it is evident that the natural and 
most regular word instead of the disputable @epéw would be 
θέρωμαι, and this I propose to reinstate simply enough thus :— 

αὐτίκ᾽ ἐπεί κε πυρός τε θέρωμ᾽ ἀλέη τε γένηται. 
It would perhaps be sufficient to suggest that ΘΕΡΕΟ is merely 
an accidental mutilation of TESOEPO, but apart from such 
a possibility, on which I lay no stress, the disappearance of re in 
this position is susceptible of illustration not only from r 64, 
already quoted, but also from the far more apposite and effective 
instance of A 403 :— 
ἠὲ wept πτόλιός τε μαχούμενοι ἠδὲ γυναικῶν, 

where the loss of the participle, as I have shown good reason to 
believe, has resulted, as here, in the development of a unique 
and altogether unacceptable verbal form, payeovpmevos, v. Note, 
pp. 187-8. There is little need to insist on the danger which 
always attended elided forms like θέρωμ᾽ for θέρωμαι in the 
Homeric text. Enough has been said not only to indicate the 
ease with which our unsatisfactory θερέω might be developed, but 
also to provide something more than a colourable excuse for the 
suggestion of re θέρω. 

With respect to the beginning of 1. 22, ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχευ" ἐμὲ S—, 
which is faulty both by reason of the contraction of ἔρχεο and 
because of the hiatus, a simpler and more likely original than 
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either of the two propounded by van Leeuwen and da Costa :— 
ἔρχεο" αὐτὰρ ἔμ᾽ (Text) 
ἀλλ᾽ ἴθι" αὐτὰρ ἔμ᾽ (Note) 
would be :— 
ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχεσθ" ἐμὲ δ᾽ —. 
The infinitive for the imperative is Homeric enough. The 
imperative would come in inevitably as a gloss, nor can the 
supersession of the ambiguous épyeo6’ be much wondered at; 
but why any one should have desired to alter either of the two 
readings suggested by the learned Dutch editors, is not by any 
means apparent, always supposing they—the readings—are in 
point of metre flawless. 
Ρ 31] τὸν δὲ πολὺ πρώτη εἶδε τροφὸς Εὐρύκλεια —. 
Read πρώτη ἴδετο τροφὸς (cf. 328, ε 449) or πρώτιστα ἴδε (cf. 
€ 220). 
Ρ 837} ᾿Αρτέμιδι ἱκέλη ἠὲ χρυσέῃ ᾿Αφροδίτῃ 
This line both here and τ 54 is merely ἃ rhapsodist’s method 
of giving distinction to Penelope. It should be rejected without 
hesitation. 
p104] ᾧχεθ᾽ dp’ ᾿Ατρεΐδῃσιν és Ἴλων᾽ οὐδέ μοι ἔτλης 
᾿Ατρεΐδῃσ᾽ és Ἴλων (van Leeuwen and da Costa) is doubt- 
lessly right: but I would suggest as equally necessary :— 
οὐδὲ σύ μ᾽ ἔτλης (μ᾽ = jor). 
Ρ 141] αὐτὰρ ᾿Οδυσσῆος ταλασίφρονος οὔ ποτ᾽ ἔφασκε 
ζωοῦ οὐδὲ θανόντος ἐπιχθονίων rev ἀκοῦσαι, 
This line is not to be corrected {wot οὐδὲ with van Leeuwen 
and da Costa. We must read for the metre’s sake :-— 
{wod ἔτ᾽ οὐδὲ θανόντος 
So τ 212 ζωοῦ" αὐτὰρ ἄγει κειμήλια πολλὰ καὶ ἐσθλά (Ludwich) 
should conform to p 527 ζωοῦ᾽ πολλὰ δ᾽ ἄγει κειμήλια ὅνδε δόμονδε 
rather than to o 159 ἔρχομαι, αὐτὰρ ἄγω κειμήλια πολλὰ καὶ 
ἐσθλὰ ----. 
The gen. in -ov is never to be accepted as long in ἐλοδὶ before 
a vowel. This rule is absolute. 
Ρ 151] ὡς ἢ τοι Ὀδυσεὺς ἤδη ἐν πατρίδι γαίῃ, 
ἥμενος ἣ ἕρπων, τάδε πευθόμενος κακὰ ἔργα, 
ἔστιν, ἀτὰρ μνηστῆρσι κακὸν πάντεσσι φντεύει. 
Apart from the examples of hiatus in the first οὗ these lines, 
which no one has ever attempted to legitimize either in the 


293 


ρ 157-206 ODYSSEY 


second foot. or in the fourth, the position of ἔστιν, however 
accented, is quite sufficient to make us aware that the tradition has 
not faithfully preserved the words of the poet, cf. Note on y 314. 

One MS. (P) has πάντεσσι μνηστῆρσι, but this, though tolerable 
in sense, requires the removal of the second πάντεσσι and leaves 
the origin of ἀτάρ a mystery. My own view is that though ἀτάρ, 
‘but,’ is quite unsuitable, yet it is not far from the truth and repre- 
sents here as occasionally elsewhere, e. g. X 331, a primitive ἄφαρ. 

I suggest the following as probably the original; from 
it the development of the vulgate is easily intelligible :— 

ὡς ἦ τοι κεῖνος μὲν ép ἐν πατρίδι γαίῃ 

ἥμενος ἢ ἕρπων, τάδε πευθόμενος κακὰ ἔργα, 

ἤδη ἄφαρ μνηστῆρσι κακὸν πάντεσσι φυτεύει. 
For κεῖνος μέν Υ. π᾿ 78, and for ἐῇ cf. X 404. 

ἤδη ἄφαρ, ‘at this very moment’ or, as they say in America, 
‘right now,’ cf. Π 323 ὦμον ἄφαρ and Dr. Leaf’s note there. In 
« 108 ἄφαρ δ᾽ seems highly probable. 

In the first place κεῖνος μέν may well have been ousted by 
the correct gloss, Ὀδυσεύς, and thereby éj would become ἤδη, if 
only to save the metre from instant ruin. When we add to this 
the conversion, facile enough, of ἄφαρ into ἀτάρ, there is really 
nothing left for it but to introduce the somewhat weak-kneed 
ἔστιν into the position necessarily left vacant at the beginning of 
our third line. 

This account of the process of evolution is surely not 
unreasonable, and few will, I imagine, contend that the emended 
passage is either philologically or poetically less acceptable than 
the tradition. : 

p 203] σκηπτόμενον" τὰ δὲ λυγρὰ περὶ χροὶ εἵματα ἕστο. 

This line, which recurs w 158 and, with only the variation 
of a letter, p 338, is a spurious concoction (contaminatio) from 
B 451:- 

αὐτῷ σκηπτόμενον κατίμεν δόμον "Αἵδος εἴσω. 
and Ψ 67 καὶ φωνήν, καὶ τοῖα περὶ χροὶ εἵματα ἕστο. Cf. τ 218. 
p 3067] τυκτὴν καλλίέροον, ὅθεν ὑδρεύοντο πολῖται, ---- 

See Note on ἢ 131. καλλιρόην seems probable, as we have 
Καλλιρόη (Hymn. Dem. 419). Compound adjectives in epic 
generally are of three terminations. The later usage sometimes 
produced odd misapprehension, cf. w 62 (Note). 
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ρ 226] ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὖν δὴ ἔργα κάκ᾽ ἔμμαθεν, οὐκ ἐθελήσει 
ἔργον ἐποίχεσθαι, ἀλλὰ πτώσσων κατὰ δῆμον 
βούλεται αἰτίζων βόσκειν ἣν γαστέρ᾽ ἄναλτον. 
These lines with but slight modifications meet us again :— 
σ 362 ἀλλ᾽ ἐπεὶ οὖν δὴ ἔργα κάκ᾽ ἔμμαθες, οὐκ ἐθελήσεις 
ἔργον ἐποίχεσθαι, ἀλλὰ πτώσσειν κατὰ δῆμον 
βούλεαι, ὄφρ᾽ ἂν ἔχῃς βόσκειν σὴν γαστέρ᾽ ἄναλτον. 
In other passages the hiatus in the third foot has been regarded 
as a doubtful licence, e.g. € 384, v. Note on A 584. Here we 
might read :— 
ἔργον ἐποίχεσθ᾽, ἀλλὰ καταπτώσσων (-ew) κατὰ δῆμον ----. 
Καταπτώσσω ‘I skulk’(A 224, 340 &c.) seems perhaps ἃ little more 
suitable here than πτώσσω ‘I crouch’, ‘cower,’ and certainly 
the repetition of κατά would be likely to offend later critics, so 
that we need not be surprised at its removal from the verb. 

The last line, with its remarkable variation in the construc- 
tion given to βόσκειν and the forced sense of ἄναλτον, ‘insatiable,’ 
is rather open to doubt: but there is no conclusive evidence, and 
the only safe course is to suspend judgement. 
ρ 237] ἢ πρὸς γῆν ἐλάσειε κάρη ἀμφουδὶς ἀείρας. 

I would read :— 

ἢ ποτὶ γαίῃ κρᾶτ᾽ ἐλάσει' ἀμφουδὶς ἀείρας 

For γῆν v. Note on Ψ 233. For ποτὶ γαίῃ cf. A 248 = βὶ 80 ποτὶ 
δὲ σκῆπρον Bade γα. Χ 64 βαλλόμενα προτὶ γα. ι 389 ds τε 
σκύλακας ποτὶ γαίῃ κόπτε. € 418 βάλῃ ποτὶ πέτρῃ. ἡ 279, Y 420, 
ι489. ᾿Αμφουδίς is probably corrupt. ἀμογητί might be hazarded, 
but certain restoration cannot be hoped for. ‘ By both ears’ is 
surely ridiculous, and it is difficult not to agree with Dr. Monro 
that the word has nothing to do with οὐδός or οὖδας. Perhaps 
we might best explain it as a corruption of dufpvdis (dvd-Fpéw), 
‘by an upward swing-movement,’ ‘at a lift.’ 
9254] Gs εἰπὼν τοὺς piv λίπεν αὐτόθι ἧκα κιόντας" 

Three MSS. F G U (Ludwich) have αὐτόθε: the generality 
have αὐτοῦ, which I believe more nearly represents the primitive 
reading. If not, there is no apparent reason why αὐτόθι only 
appears in a minority of our MSS. I suggest accordingly :— 

ds εἰπὼν τοὺς μὲν λέπεν αὐτοὺς ἧκα κιόντας" 
He left them to proceed quietly ‘ by themselves ’. 
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‘without our interference ’ (Dr. Leaf). 
0 311 ὅς κέ pe κεῖσ᾽ ἀγάγῃ κατὰ δὲ πτόλιν αὐτὸς ἀνάγκῃ 
πλάγξομαι, 
‘by myself,’ ‘ without the guide.’ 

The pronoun is nearly equivalent to olos, ‘alone.’ It is com- 
bined with that word 8 356 αὐτὴ δ᾽ οἵη ἴσθι I doubt whether it 
is even advisable in ¢ 194 to reject the vulgate 4 αὐτὸς κεύθω in 
favour of the variant αὕτως. 

p 276] δύσεο δὲ μνηστῆρας, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπολείψομαι αὐτοῦ" 

It would be well, I suggest, to eliminate the peculiar 
humour of ‘ get inside the suitors’ in favour of the less remark- 
able but more reasonable :— 

δύσεο 8 ἐς μνηστῆρας, 
« get inside to the suitors.’ 

The vulgate may be compared with I §53 Μελέαγρον ἔδυ 
χόλος. P 210 δῦ δέ pv “Apys. I 239, T τό, X 94. 
9279] ἢ βάλῃ ἢ ἐλάσῃ. τὰ δέ σε φράζεσθαι ἄνωγα. 

One good MS. D has ἠὲ βάλῃ, which is probably right. 
Perhaps we might read with metrical improvement on the 
vulgate :- 

ἠὲ βάλῃ ἢ ἐλάσσῃ, ὅ σε φράζεσθαι ἄνωγα. 
Cf. τ 515 (Note). 
p 282] ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχεν προπάροιθεν, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπολείψομαι αὐτοῦ. 
οὐ γάρ τι πληγέων ἀδαήμων οὐδὲ βολάων. 

This seems capable of improvement, i.e. of being brought 
nearer to its original condition, in several respects, To be brief, 
every change in the following rehabilitation, even to the punctua- 
tion, is, I believe, defensible :-— 

ἔρχεο δὲ προπάροιθεν, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπολείψομαι αὐτοῦ 
οὐδέ τι πληγάων ἀδαήμων οὐδὲ βολάων. 
p 3017 δὴ τότε γ᾽, ὡς ἐνόησεν ᾽Οδυσσέα ἐγγὺς ἐόντα, ---- 

This beautiful example of hiatus licitus is undoubtedly 
quite worthless as a piece of evidence in its favour. Yet one MS. 
alone (G) has the true reading, ᾿Ὀδυσσῇ᾽, and apparently only one 
editor, Dr. Monro, has adopted it, though van Leeuwen and da 
Costa say of it,‘ fortasse recte.’ Similarly in { 212 Ὀδυσσῇ 
is weakly supported, while the erroneous Ὀδυσσέα receives an 
almost unanimous backing. Such are the freaks of our tradition. 
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p 322] For this see Note on μ 419. εἶτ᾽ dy in 1]. 320, 323 should 
be changed into ὁππότε. Neither dy nor xe are here in place. So 
also σ 194. 
p 336] ἀγχίμολον δὲ per’ αὐτὸν ἐδύσετο δώματ᾽ Ὀδυσσεὺς ---- 

Probably we may restore :— 

ἀγχίμολον δὲ τῷ αὐτὸς ἐδύσετο --- 

Cf. 6 300 ἀγχίμολον δέ σφ᾽ ἦλθε, ο 57, ν 173. ο 98 ἀγχίμολον δέ 
ot ἦλθε, IT 820. 
p 348] ds φάτο, βῆ δὲ συφορβός, ἐπεὶ τὸν μῦθον ἄκουσεν, --- 

This line recurs twice in this book, ll. 551 and 574, and it is 

also practically identical with B 16 :— 
ὡς φάτο, βῆ δ᾽ dp’ “Oveipos, ἐπεὶ τὸν μῦθον ἄκουσεν" 
In all these lines it would be easy to read :— 
ἐπεὶ δὴ μῦθον ἄκουσεν, 
as in A 225, € 150, y 583, &c. 

Among the other ten or twelve lines, which like the above 
four end with μῦθον and some inflection of ἀκούω, there is but 
one with the article :— 

T 185 χαίρω σεῦ, Λαερτιάδη, τὸν μῦθον ἀκούσας" 
For this I suggest tentatively χαίρω μὰν --- σέο μῦθον. 

The case for the article with μῦθος is not a strong one. It is 
found only with the accusative singular, and the special argument 
in favour of the article with γέρων, γεραιός, ξεῖνος, that they are 
merely adjectives which have been turned into substantives 
(Payne Knight, Prolegom. § lix), will not avail for μῦθος. The 
other instances of τὸν μῦθον may be briefly touched. 

The Iliad exhibits seven times (A 552, A 25, Θ 209, 462, 
Εἰ 330, Π 440, Σ 361) :— 

ποῖον τὸν μῦθον ἔειπες, 
for which it is open to read ποῖόν τινα. So ε 183 and A 519 οἷον 
τόν (v. Notes ad loc.) and E 715 may be remedied. 

There remain three examples, I 309, 55 and € 98. In the 
first δὴ viv μῦθον seems requisite : for the second σόν or viv would 
serve: the last with the line preceding is obviously a spurious 
addition, and may be disregarded. 

ρ 8641 ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ds τιν᾽ ἔμελλ᾽ ἀπαλεξήσειν κακότητος. 

Athene had prompted Odysseus to beg alms from the several 
suitors, so that he might learn which were righteous and kindly 
men and which were hard and cruel—rather a superfluous piece 
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of discrimination perhaps, for, as the line quoted scrupulously 
informs us, it did not enter into her design to save any one of 
them from his evil fate, that is, the death penalty shortly to be 
inflicted upon them by the outraged Odysseus. 

Now in order to judge fairly the construction found above, 
ἀπαλεξήσειν τινὰ κακότητος, let us examine as fully as may be 
necessary the usage of ἀλέξω in Homer. To begin with we find :— 

Tg ἐν θυμῷ μεμαῶτες ἀλεξέμεν ἀλλήλοισιν. 

E 779 ἀνδράσιν ᾿Αργείοισιν ἀλεξέμεναι μεμανῖαι" 

Z 109 Τρωσὶν ἀλεξήσοντα--- 

X 196 εἴ πώς οἱ καθύπερθεν ἀλάλκοιεν βελέεσσιψ,--- 
These instances make clear the use of the dative to indicate 
the person protected. We may now proceed to the accusative 
expressing the evil, against which the protection is given :— 

1605 οὐκέθ᾽ ὁμῶς τιμῆς ἔσεαι πόλεμόν περ ἀλαλκών. 
It may be well here to remark that the reading τιμῇς = τιμήεις 
is a wild absurdity of the scholia—they abound in such— 
altogether unworthy of the measure of favour which in some 
quarters it has managed to secure. It is only needful to realize 
that ὁμῶς ἔσεαι means ‘you will be on a like footing’, and 
nothing could be more natural than the addition of τιμῆς, ‘in 
respect of honour,’ cf. πῶς ἀγῶνος ἥκομεν ; (Eur. El. 751), ὥς τις . . . 
εὐνοίας ἢ μνήμης ἔχοι (Thue. i. 22). Dr. Leaf says the gen. is 
impossible here: but this is clearly too hasty a conclusion. It is 
perhaps desirable to add for the benefit of the youthful reader 
that in Homer εἰμί, and not ἔχω as in later Greek, is usual. with 
adverbs. Of course in % 475 καὶ χρυσὸν τιμῆντα the true reading 
is χρυσὸν τιμήεντα Without καί (Knight), which, as usage shows, is 
entirely superfluous. 

To return to ἀλέξω :— 

W 185 ἀλλὰ κύνας μὲν ἄλαλκε Διὸς θυγάτηρ ᾿Αφροδίτη (ἄλεξε ?)— 
® 539 ἀντίος ἐξέθορε, Τρώων ἵνα λοιγὸν ἀλάλκοι. 
In this last line Τρώων probably represents an original Τρώεσσ᾽, 
as will appear later. 
® 548 ἔστη, ὅπως θανάτοιο βαρείας κῆρας ἀλάλκοι,--- 
¥ 346 Φεὺς τό γ᾽ ἀλεξήσειε καὶ ἀθάνατοι θεοὶ ἄλλοι. 

We now come to those passages in which we have the dat. 
and acc. in combination. I first quote that which bears upon 
and helps to strengthen the suggested improvement of ® 539. 
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Φ 138 δῖον ᾿Αχιλλῆα, Τρώεσσι δὲ λοιγὸν ἀλάλκοι (= 250). 
I 251 φράζευ ὅπως Δαναοῖσιν ἀλεξήσεις κακὸν ἦμαρ. 
347 φραζέσθω νήεσσιν ἀλεξέμεναι δήϊον πῦρ. 
674 ἤ ῥ᾽ ἐθέλει νήεσσιν ἀλεξέμεναι δήϊον πῦρ,--- 
P 365 ἀλλήλοις καθ᾽ ὅμιλον ἀλεξέμεναι φόνον αἰπύν. 
153 νῦν δ᾽ οὔ οἱ ἀλαλκέμεναι κύνας ἔτλης. 
T 30 τῷ μὲν ἐγὼ πειρήσω ἀλαλκεῖν ἄγρια φῦλα---- ᾿ 
Ὑ 236 ἀλλ᾽ ἢ τοι θάνατον μεν ὁμοίϊον οὐδὲ θεοί περ 
καὶ φίλῳ ἀνδρὶ δύνανται ἀλαλκέμεν, ---- 
ὃ 166 οὐδέ οἱ ἄλλοι 
εἴσ᾽ οἵ κεν κατὰ δῆμον ἀλάλκοιεν κακότητα. 
Here we have to notice that the noun (κακότητα) is the same 
as in p 364, the line under discussion. 
x 288 ἔρχευ, 6 κέν τοι κρατὸς ἀλάλκῃσιν κακὸν ἦμαρ. 
The gen. here is totally different from that in p 364, and we 
may furthermore have some suspicion that τ᾿ ἀπὸ κρατός, cf. 
θ 92, μ 99, may have been the original reading. 
ν 319 ὅπως τί μοι ἄλγος ἀλάλκοις. 
The middle voice might perhaps be omitted; but Ν 475 :— 
-- Οὀλέξασθαι μεμαὼς κύνας ἠδὲ καὶ ἄνδρας" 
and o 62 τοῦτον ἀλέξασθαι, --- τῶ Κα the list complete, so far as 
the usage of our verb when followed by any noun or pronoun is 
concerned. 

It may be said that I have illustrated ἀλέξω but not 
ἀπαλέξω, of which the construction might possibly be different. 
Let us see then what is the evidence afforded by the Homeric 
text :— 

X 348 ὡς οὐκ ἔσθ᾽ ὃς σῆς ye κύνας κεφαλῆς ἀπαλάλκοι. 
which is practically identical with κ 288 above. 
Q 371 καὶ δέ κεν ἄλλον 
σεῦ ἀπαλεξήσαιμι' 
ὃ η66 μνηστῆρας δ᾽ ἀπάλαλκε κακῶς ὑπερηνορέοντας. 
To exhibit the whole usage of this verb and its compounds we 
need only add © 365 τῷ ἐκαλεξήσουσαν and A 428 τῷ ἐπαλεξήσων. 

It appears then that there is not an atom of real support 
elsewhere for the construction ἀπαλεξήσειν τινὰ κακότητος. It 
stands alone and cannot be regarded as tolerable in face of the 
above evidence. Surely to any one not afflicted with an 
infatuated affection for solecism, or unprepared to ignore the 
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unsophisticated simplicity and directness of Homer’s language 
as distinguished from the varied elaboration of phrase practised 
by his great Roman rival— 
Cedite Romani scriptores, cedite Grai : 
Nescio quid maius nascitur Lliade— 

the conclusion is irresistible, that κακότητα ought to be read 
instead of κακότητος, even if the change were not supported by 
the evidence of any MS. whatever. As a matter of fact 
κακότητα is the reading of Flor. Laurent. 52 (F) and of Parisinus 
2403 (D), two of the best authorities extant. This being 80, rw” 
is not read for τινά, a mistaken idea which has undoubtedly 
caused the evolution of the now discredited κακότητος, but for 
τινί, which alone is correct here, notwithstanding the unwilling- 
ness of the later Greeks to recognize the possibility of such an 
elision. Moreover a further interesting conclusion may be drawn 
from the facts as here presented, viz. that the earliest texts in all 
probability had τιν᾽ or indeed rwi—the elision being left to the 
reader—in every case, where the vulgate now shows tw with 
short quantity before a vowel, e.g. A 299 οὔτε τῳ ἄλλῳ, ν 308, 
M 328, N 327, « 32, v 297. 

Not a little confirmatory of this idea is the fact that in two 
out of the three cases in which a disyllabic rep appears, the 
metre will allow rai :— 

II 227 οὔτε τεῳ στένδεσκε Oedy,— 

λ 502 τῷ κέ τεῳ στύξαιμι μένος καὶ χεῖρας ἀάπτους,--- 
The recalcitrant instance is :-- 

v 114 οὐδέ ποθι νέφος ἐστί: τέρας νύ τεῳ τόδε halves. 

Many eminent scholars, I am well aware, would not hesitate 
to declare that here too the result of exchanging τέῳ for τινί 
would be for the fifth foot metrically satisfactory, cf. Monro, 
H. G. § 373. Frankly I believe this opinion as to the variable 
quantity of the final « of the dat. sing. is an error depending, so 
far as Homer is concerned, on a number of debased lines; but 
the discussion of this question now would be a lengthy matter 
and would take us too far afield. I have already been sufficiently 
discursive ; so this very interesting and important point must be 
reserved for a more favourable opportunity. Under no circum- 
stances, however, should I be satisfied with such an ending 88 :— 

τέρας νύ τινι τόδε φαίνεις. 
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Rhythm and metre alike—the diaeresis in the fourth foot must 
be noted as highly objectionable—would be better satisfied by ᾿ 
the reading I here suggest as the probable original :— 

τέρας νύ tw’ ἐκ τόδε φαίνεις (i.g. ἐκφαίγψεις). 
But even if we let the line stand as adverse, there is still quite 
sufficient justification for the remark against the Ionicism τεῳ 
and in favour of the regular τινί as the rightful occupant of its 
position in the Homeric poems, 

To return for a moment to the main passage under discus- 
sion, p 364, it seems hardly possible that the vulgate should 
hitherto have entirely escaped suspicion, and I am pleased to 
find that both rw’ (ru) and κακότητα appear to have occurred 
as possibilities—I have shown they are necessities—to van 
Leeuwen and da Costa, who give in a note with a query added 
aw ἔμελλεν ἀλεξήσειν κακότητα, while scrupulously leaving the 
text in all its traditional impurity. 

p 865] Bi δ᾽ ἴμεν αἰτήσων ἐνδέξια φῶτα ἕκαστον, 

πάντοσε χεῖρ᾽ ὀρέγων, ὡς εἰ πτωχὸς πάλαι εἴη. 
Here I impugn the participle αἰτήσων as a blot on the passage, 
and in spite of the practical unanimity of the MSS. in its favour 
—there is but one slight deviation from the vulgate, ἴμεναι τισων 
P, on which, suggestive though it is, no argument can well be 
based—I venture to maintain that the true reading is necessarily 
and indubitably :— 
αἰτίζων. 

The construction allows it: the meaning can hardly be 
satisfied without it. αἰτέω of course means ‘I ask’ or ‘ entreat’ 
in the widest sense, airi{w, ‘I beg,’ in what may be called the 
professional application of the word. This distinction may 
easily be verified for Homer. We have airéw E 358, Z 176, 
N 365, Χ 295, Q 292, β 387, y 173, ¢ 354, «17, v 74, 85, 337 : 
αἰτίζω ὃ 651, τ 273, p 222, 228, 346, 351, 502, 558, v 179, 182. 
In the compounds ἐπαιτέω and ἀπαιτίζω the same fundamental 
difference prevails. In Ψ 592 Antilochus with apologetic humble- 
ness says to the indignant Menelaus :— 

εἰ καί νύ κε οἴκοθεν ἄλλο 
μεῖζον ἐπαιτήσειας,-- 
‘make a greater demand,’ whereas Telemachus in a different tone 
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speaks thus :— 
β 77 τόφρα yap ἂν κατὰ ἄστυ ποτιπτυσσοίμεθα μύθῳ 
χρήματ᾽ ἀπαιτίζοντες ἕως κ᾽ ἀπὸ πάντα δοθείη" 
threatening to play the part of an importunate beggar in order 
to obtain restitution. 
_ There is but one exception over and above that which I have 
challenged. It is this :— 
σ 48 αἰεὶ δ᾽ αὖθ᾽ ἡμῖν μεταδαίσεται, οὐδέ rw’ ἄλλον 
πτωχὸν ἔσω μίσγεσθαι ἐάσομεν αἰτήσοντα. 
where of course αἰτήσοντα must be regarded as equally erroneous 
with αἰτήσων here (p 365), and replaced by the requisite airiovra. 
There is in truth a further objection to this airjoovra, which 
αἰτήσων is not liable to; for there is, I believe, no other instance 
in Homer of airéw used without an acc. of either the person or the 
thing. 

Finally I would urge against both αἰτήσων and αἰτήσοντα, 
that in neither case is a future participle in the least degree 
necessary or natural. It is true, in the former case we have 8 
verb of motion, in fact two verbs of motion, By ἵμεν, but surely 
here the participle should describe, not so much the purpose, 
as the actual behaviour of Odysseus on this occasion, exactly as 
does ὀρέγων that immediately follows. A fairly close parallel 
may be found in Y 36 :— 

Ἥφαιστος δ᾽ ἅμα τοῖσι xie σθένεϊ βλεμεαίνων, 

χωλεύων,.--- 
This doubling of participles is indeed quite a noticeable feature 
of Homer’s style. As many as three participles in succession 
may be found in A 434-5. 

In the second case the commonly accepted future participle 
involves the additional necessity of treating μίσγεσθαι as a 
verb of motion, not perhaps a difficult feat for a grammarian 
in distress, except that ingenuity of this sort should only 
be resorted to when something is gained by its exercise, not 
when, as here, success can only be detrimental to the passage. 
The point clearly is, that no other beggar-man was to be 
permitted to ply his trade among the suitors, and this professional 
begging must, as we have seen, be expressed by αἰτίζω not by 
αἰτέω. ' 
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p 367] οἱ δ᾽ ἐλεαίροντες δίδοσαν καὶ ἐθάμβεον αὐτόν, 

We may read with advantage :— 

καὶ ἐθάμβεον αὕτως 
‘idly wondered at him’. They suspected nothing. 
ρ 8741} ὃς ἔφατ᾽ - ᾿Αντίνοος δ᾽ ἔπεσιν νείκεσσε συβώτην" 

For ἔπεσιν Bekker proposed αἰσχρῶς, but ἔπεσιν is not likely 
to have been developed from an adverb. 

The corruption is rather to be sought in the verb. I would 
suggest :— 

ὡς ἔφατ᾽" ‘Avrivoos δὲ ἔπεσσ᾽ ἐνένιπε ovBarny’ 
It is the desire to remove the elision of the . that has been the 
motive for the change. 

Cf. v 303 ἠνίπαπε μύθῳ. T 427 πόσιν δ᾽ ἠνίπαπε μύθῳ. 
σ 78 ᾿Αντίνοος δ᾽ ἐνένιπε ἔπος τ᾽ ἔφατ᾽---- ᾧ 84, 167, 287. Ο 552. 
ρ 378]  ὄνοσαι ὅτι τοι βίοτον κατέδουσι ἄνακτος. 

If the form ὄνοσαι here be right, ὄνομαι is ἃ non-thematic verb 
like δίδομαι the mid. of δίδωμι (ὄνομαι, ὄνοσαι, Gvorac). On the 
other hand if ὄνοσαι be corrupt, it is at least possible that 
ὄνομαι is thematic (ὄνομαι, dveat, dvera). The indication of 
οὕνεσθε Ὦ 241 is towards the thematic classification—Buttmann 
however would there read ovvocGe, while ὀνόσασθε is attributed 
to Aristarchus—and I believe I am right in saying that ὄνομαι 
would be the solitary instance of a non-thematic deponent in 
-opat. The peculiar dvaro P 25 points to a present ὄναμαι, 
but here again we have the suggestion of error, and Bekker 
corrects to dvoro. I will not press in the midst of so much 
uncertainty any objection to the formal validity of ovoca, but 
even 80 there is still something to be said against its right to 
appear in the present passage. 

A very obvious objection to the line, as it stands, is the hiatus 
in the second foot, which is not claimed as licitus and cannot 
satisfactorily be defended by positing a consonantal sound before 
cr. Of course the vulgate presents us with a few similar cases: 
A 758 xéxAyra’ ὅθεν αὗτις, for which I have suggested that 
κέκλιθ᾽" ὅθεν πάλιν airs is the true original (Journ. Phil. xxiv. 
p. 282f.): ἔξ 152 ὡς véerat Ὀδυσεύς, where ds xe νέητ᾽ Ὀδυσεύς 
is most likely right (v. Note ad loc.). Again σ 272 νὺξ δ᾽ 
ἔσται, Ore δή perhaps was primarily νὺξ δ᾽ ἔσεθ᾽ ὁππότε δή. 

Moreover there is another objection to ὄνοσαι here, that the 
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context seems to make it indispensable, that the tense should be 
aorist and not present. 
τίη δὲ σὺ τόνδε πόλινδε 

ἤγαγες ; οὐ ἅλις ἧμιν ἀλήμονές εἰσι καὶ ἄλλοι, 

πτωχοὶ ἀνιηροί, δαιτῶν ἀπολυμαντῆρες ; 

ἢ ὄνοσαι ὅτι τοι βίοτον κατέδουσι ἄνακτος 

ἐνθάδ᾽ ἀγειρόμενοι, σὺ δὲ καὶ προτὶ τόνδ᾽ ἐκάλεσσας ; 
Note ἤγαγες and ἐκάλεσσας and also that the discontent that 
prompted the invitation must have not only preceded the in- 
vitation but in the view of the speaker, Antinous, would have 
disappeared with the arrival of the new gormandizer. These 
considerations tell very heavily against the present here : more- 
over in the parallel case, H 95 (=P 173), we have the aorist 
used :— 

νῦν δέ σευ ὠνοσάμην πάγχυ φρένας, οἷον ἔειπες, 
and supposing, as most people do, that Aristarchus was right, 
we may add :— 
2 241 ἦὖ ὀνόσασθ' ὅτι μοι Κρονίδης Ζεὺς ἄλγε᾽ ἔδωκε. 

If the aorist be admissible in Ἐξ 95, Ρ 173, it may be said to be 
still more so here, where the reference, as I have already stated, 
is to the opinion entertained by Eumelus at the time he invited, 
or was supposed to have invited, the beggar-man. 

Add to this, that the aorist involves in the oldest writing no 
very serious departure from the traditional ONOCAI. The aorist 
would appear with unacknowledged elision as ONOCAO or with 
C doubled ONOCCAO. It is only with the introduction of Q in 
the archonship of Euclides (403 B.c.), that we get a very marked 
visible differentiation of ὄνοσαι and ὠνόσ(σ)αο. 

The restoration of the aor. to our line has however been 
made additionally difficult, because it necessitates the preliminary 
change of ὅτι to ὅ; but it may be noticed that the change 
suggested is, as it ought to be, in favour of the older usage, and 
that ὅ was bound to be glossed by ὅτι. The line would, if my 
argument prevail, stand thus :— 

ἦ ὠνόσσα᾽, 6 τοι βίοτον κατέδουσι dvaxros— 
‘Didst thou think it not bad enough that those who are 
gathered here consume thy lord’s substance,’ σὺ δὲ καὶ προτὶ τόνδ᾽ 
ἐκάλεσσας ; 

A word of warning is needed with respect to the meaning 
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of ὄνομαι. The lexicons considerably overshoot the mark, when 
they give as equivalents, ‘to insult,’ ‘blame,’ ‘reject,’ ‘scorn,’ 
‘vituperate.’ Such renderings absolutely destroy the fine irony 
inherent in the word. The synonym given in the scholia, 
φαυλίζομαι, conveys the real sense without all this exaggera- 
tion. The true meaning is ‘to hold as a mere trifle’, ‘to com- 
plain of as deficient’, ‘to feel that only half-measures have 
been taken and that something more is required ’, ‘to regard as 
inadequate ’, ‘ to be dissatisfied with the amount of’, ‘to slight ’, 
‘to disparage ’. 

But this error, serious as it is, is as nothing to that of Bergk 
(Note on Theognis, 1. 1190), who unaccountably accepts the 
absurd scholium ὄνησιν ἔχετε for Ὡ 241, and in consequence is 
forced to propose 4 dvara:, ‘an te iuvat?’ here, and still worse 
ἀνοίσεσθαι in ε 379. This is not temperate reform but down- 
right revolution of the most mischievous character, enabling the 
impetuous to ignore rational argument and to flatter themselves 
that by exposing such vagaries they can discredit all conjectural 
emendation indiscriminately. 

ρ 887} πτωχὸν δ᾽ οὐκ dy τις καλέοι τρύξοντα ἃ αὐτόν. 
ἀλλ᾽ αἰεὶ χαλεπὸς περὶ πάντων εἰς μνηστήρων 
δμωσὶν Ὀδυσσῆος, πέρι δ᾽ αὖτ᾽ ἐμοί: αὐτὰρ ἐγώ γε 
οὐκ ἀλέγω, εἴως μοι ἐχέφρων Πηνελόπεια 
ζώει ἑνὶ μεγάρῳ καὶ Τηλέμαχος θεοειδής. 

As Dr. Monro remarks, we get rid of one hiatus by writing 
either fe αὐτόν or éF αὐτόν, but not of both. Isuggest as a solution 
for this line and for P 551 :— 

ἐξέ γ᾽ αὐτόν (-ἡν). 

This is merely the parallel accusative to the common nominatives 

avy’ αὐτός (-ἡ) (τ 121), αὐτὸς ἐγώ ye and ὅ ye αὐτός. Cf. 8 396 (Note). 

In the next line I suggest that εἰς, the objection to which is 
well known (Monro, H. G. ὃ 5), has displaced a very necessary 
and emphatic ov. 

Another case—the genitive—of this same pronoun seems 
to have been lost to the detriment of both sense and metre in the 
very next sentence. I would read :— 

αὐτὰρ ἐγώ ye 
οὐκ ἀλέγω cet, εἷος ἐχέφρων Πηνελόπεια 
ζώει ἐνὶ μεγάρῳ καὶ Τηλέμαχος θεοειδής. 
AGAR x 305, 
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In such a personal defiance as this the pronoun surely 
ought not to be omitted. Palaeographically its failure before 
εἷος amounts to little more than a very simple lipography. 

ρ 407] εἴ of τόσσον πάντες ὀρέξειαν μνηστῆρες, 
καί κέν μιν τρεῖς μῆνας ἀπόπροθι οἶκος ἐρύκοι. 

Most MSS. have ἀπόπροθεν; but it is clear that ἀπόπροθι GU 
(Monro) is right. But this is not all that is required. Antinous 
is made to say :—‘If all the suitors would give him as much as 
I, the house would keep him away for three months.’ What he 
really did say was less artificial :—‘If all the suitors would give 
him as much as I, it would keep him away from the house for 
three months.’ 

εἴ of τόσσον πάντες ὀρέξειαν μνηστῆρες, 

καί κέν μιν τρεῖς μῆνας ἀπόπροθι οἴκον ἐρύκοι. 
What he intended to give, and did give him, was the footstool 
flung at his head. 

The clause has been marred because a sigma has been 
obtruded upon οἴκο᾽ épvxot. 

For gen. after the adverb, cf. ἐγγύθι, τηλόθι. 

P 415] δός, φίλος" οὐ μέν μοι δοκέεις ὁ κάκιστος ᾿Αχαιῶν --- 

Probably δοκέεις ἥκιστος, cf. Ψ 531. 

Ὁ 431] οἱ δ᾽ ὕβρει εἴξαντες, --- 
Though the contraction οὗ ὕβριι is a possibility, yet it seems 
far more likely that we have here a transposition of :— 
ὕβριι δ᾽ ot εἴξαντες 
Cf. II 430, Β 457. The assumption οὗ an older dat. in ¢ (ὕβρι) is 
not warrantable from the text of Homer. Cf. p 504 (Note). 
Ρ 4431] Δμήτορι ᾿Ιασίδῃ, 

The form Ayyrwp seems rather questionable. We should 
rather expect Δμήτηρ, which occurs as a noun Hymn, xxii. 5 :— 
ἵππων τε δμητῆρ ἔμεναι σωτῆρά τε νηῶν. Cf. δμήτειρα (Ἐξ 259). 

So we might read here :— 

Δμήτηρ᾽ ᾿Ιασίδῃ 

In favour of the tradition we have in Homer only the parallel of 
9 335 δῶτορ ἑάων in a doubly-athetized passage, cf. Hymn. xxix. 8. 
To this support little weight can be attached. It cannot be 
treated as a recognized Homeric form, as in Monro’s H. G. 
ὁ 114* (6). The question calls for further investigation. 

Ὁ 455] οὐ σύ γ᾽ ἂν ἐξ οἴκου σῷ ἐπιστάτῃ οὐδ᾽ ἅλα Soins —. 
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As the emphatic words νῦν ἀλλοτρίοισι παρήμενος, Made more 
emphatic by their position, show, the true reading is ἐξ οἴκου σοῦ 
‘from thine own house’. ἐπιστάτῃ, a doubtful word, possibly for 
ἐπιστρόφῳ = τῷ ἐπερχομένῳ. | 
ρ 458] ὡς edgar’, ᾿Αντίνοος δ᾽ ἐχολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, --- 

What is the word κηρόθι here, is a fair question. It is 
answered with prompt conciseness by the Etym. Magn. ἐκ τοῦ κῆρ 
ἐπίρρημα, ‘an adverb from κῆρ, and this doctrine holds among 
all readers and critics of Homer from lexicographers downwards 
with perhaps the slight embellishment—it is hardly a variation 
—of ‘ locative case’ or ‘locative adverb from κῆρ᾽. But is it 
possible to give any explanation of the formation of κηρόθι from 
«jp? None whatever. As a derivative from κῆρ it would be an 
aberration, a freak, a miscreation, and even then an utterly 
needless and superfluous production at the best; for from «jp we 
have already κῆρι, an unexceptional dative, freely used in Homer 
as a locative, e.g. A 53 ἀπέχθωνται περὶ κῆρι, 0 245 ὃν περὶ κῆρι 
φίλει Zeis —, 1117 ὅν re Ζεὺς κῆρι φιλήσῃ, A 46 τάων μοι περὶ 
κῆρι τιέσκετο Ἴλιος ἱρὴ —. Now let us take a panoramic view of 
the usage of this curious κηρόθι in Homer. 

I 300 εἰ δέ τοι ᾿Ατρεΐδης μὲν ἀπήχθετο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

ᾧ 136 ὡς dp ἔφη, ποταμὸς δὲ χολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

ι 480 ὃς ἐφάμην, ὁ δ᾽ ἔπειτα χολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον" 

ρ 458 ὡς ἔφατ᾽, ᾿Αντίνοος δ᾽ ἐχολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

σ 387 ὡς ἐφατ᾽, Εὐρύμαχος δ᾽ ἐχολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

x 224 ds gar, ᾿Αθηναίη δ᾽ ἐχολώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

ε 284 πόντον ἐπιπλώων᾽ ὁ δ᾽ ἐχώσατο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

AX 208 ἔπτατ᾽" ἐμοὶ δ᾽ ἄχος ὀξὺ γενέσκετο κηρόθι μᾶλλον, 

ο 370 ἀγρόνδε προΐαλλε' φίλει δέ με κηρόθι μᾶλλον. 

The word occurs then twice in the Iliad and seven times in the 
Odyssey and always in combination with μᾶλλον, the two 
together forming in every instance the final dactyl and spondee 
of the verse. I find it also once in the Homeric Hymns :— 
Hymn. Ap. 138 — φίλησε δὲ κηρόθι μᾶλλον. 
There remains only an Hesiodic instance, Scut. Herc. 85 :— 
ἣ δίκη ἔσθ᾽ ἱκέτῃσι, riov δ᾽ dpa κηρόθι μᾶλλον. 
It may be mentioned that the suitability of μᾶλλον in some of 
these passages has been made the subject of discussion. Her- 
Mann on Hymn. Dem. 362, while admitting its right to stand 
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in « 480, A 208, p 458, Hymn. Ap. 138, regards it as redundant 
in I 300, ® 136, ε 284, o 387, x 224. Nitzsch on ε 284 holds 
that μᾶλλον in all the passages has sufficient justification, as 
indeed it has, for in every case the feeling, whether of hatred, 
wrath, sorrow or love, was entertained before in a less degree. 
The point will be seen to be of some importance, when κηρόθι 
has to be dealt with. At present the argument against that 
word needs enforcing. Let us suppose for a moment that 
κηρόθι had been transmitted to us as an isolated word apart 
from all context or explanation, as it might have been.’ In 
that case any attempt to connect it with κῆρ would have been 
received with incredulity and even derisive scorn; every one 
would have agreed that it was evidently and inevitably a loca- 
tive from κηρός ‘ wax’, just 88 οἴκοθι, οὐρανόθι, ἄλλοθι and Ἰλιόθι 
are from οἶκος, οὐρανός, ἄλλος and Ἴλιος respectively, and we 
should perhaps have dreamed about some Greek anticipation of 
our ‘fly in the amber’. There would be a difficulty as to 
visibility in the new material no doubt, but that would be 
nothing compared to the present difficulty of seeing how κηρόθι 
can come from «jp. Others would perhaps prefer to advocate the 
humbler parallelism of the ‘fly in the treacle’, and might 
incur the censure of the professors of the Higher Criticism 
accordingly. We may fairly then be more than a little sceptical 
with regard to κηρόθι, but, unless some account can be suggested 
of its origin in these passages, we might still be inclined 
to let our scepticism lie fallow and to adopt the principle 
of masterly inactivity inculcated in the oft-quoted words of 
Shakespeare :— 
‘ There ’s the respect 
That ...makes us rather bear those ills we have 
Than fly to others that we know not of.’ 
The suggestion I have to make is that κηρόθι really conceals 
what is undoubtedly the natural word here, κῆρι: but if so, it 
must have been κῆρι with an elision of the ει, forso only would 
the later Greeks have had any motive at all for deserting the 
original reading. We have then to fill up, so as to make a dactyl 
and spondee :— 
Kijp ..» μᾶλλον, 
and here μᾶλλον is a very material help; for we find, that not 
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only is ἔτι μᾶλλον a frequent combination in other positions in 
the Homeric hexameter, but on no less than seven occasions 
forms the ending of the line (I 678, Ἐ 97, T 231, ® 305, B 202, 
o 347, v 285). The inference is that the original reading instead 
of the traditional κηρόθι μᾶλλον was in every case :— 
Kijp ἔτι μᾶλλον, 
which should be at once restored, κηρόθι being condemned as 
a pure barbarism, ‘a fond thing vainly invented,’ and accepted 
as an archaism, only because it served so well to remove out of 
sight and out of mind a distasteful elision. 
p 485] καί re θεοὶ ξείνοισι ἐοικότες ἀλλοδαποῖσι, 
παντοῖοι τελέθοντες, ἐπιστρωφῶσι πόληας, 
There is no need to dwell upon the uselessness of παντοῖοι 
τελέθοντες. Read with but little palaeographic change :— 
παντοῖ ἐκτελέοντες 
‘for the accomplishment of divers purposes’, ‘for manifold 
ends.’ 
ρ 494] ai?’ οὕτως αὐτόν σε βάλοι --- 
The apostrophe to Antinous is forced. Probably αὐτόν ἑ is 
right. 
p 5041 οὗτος δὲ θρήννι πρυμνὸν βάλε δεξιὸν ὦμον. 
A transposition would perhaps be justifiable (cf. Note on 
” 270) — 
οὗτος δὲ πρυμνὸν Bare θρήννϊ δεξιὸν ὦμον. 
ρ 5197 ἀείδῃ δεδαὼς Exe’ ἱμερόεντα βροτοῖσι, 
Read ἀείδῃσι δαείς, v. Note on μ 432 ad fin. 
ρ 544] ἔρχεό μοι, τὸν ξεῖνον ἐναντίον ὧδε κάλεσσον. 
οὐχ ὁράᾳς ὅ μοι υἱὸς ἐπέπταρε πᾶσι ἔπεσσι ; 
τῷ κε καὶ οὐκ ἀτελὴς θάνατος μνηστῆρσι γένοιτο 
πᾶσι μάλ᾽, οὐδέ κέ τις θάνατον καὶ κῆρας ἀλύξει. 
ἄλλο δέ τοι ἐρέω, σὺ δ᾽ ἐνὶ φρεσὶ βάλλεο σῇσιν' 
αἴ κ᾿ αὐτὸν γνώω νημερτέα πάντ᾽ ἐνέποντα, 
ἔσσω μιν χλαῖνάν τε χιτῶνά τε, εἵματα καλά. 
In the above little speech addressed to Eumaeus by Penelope 
there is no special difficulty about the general sense, but before 
dealing with the one serious flaw in the passage, as I view it, I 
will briefly note one or two slighter peculiarities of expression, 
which are probably due to later influences. There is every 
probability for example that ai κ᾽ αὐτόν (549) is merely an 
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easy modernization of αἵ κεν τόν. So again in ἔρχεό pot, τὸν 
ξεῖνον (544) the desire to find accommodation for the by no 
means necessary article τόν with ξεῖνον seems to me to have 
caused an awkward displacement of the ethical po, which 
ought to go with κάλεσσον rather than épyeo. I would 
suggest :— 
ἔρχεο καί μοι ξεῖνον---κάλεσσον. 

See Note on p 10, p. 290. 

In 1. 547 ἀλύξει is probably right in form, though it is not 
a fut. indic., but an aor. subj., the termination -εἰ being the 
original form of the 3 pers. sing. of the non-thematic aor., 
afterwards superseded by -y except when, as here, the form was 
mistaken for a future. The MSS. vary between ἀλύξει, ἀλύξοι, 
and ἀλύξαι, while three important MSS. omit the line altogether. 
This and the tautology of 546 and 547 (τὸ δὲ οὐκ ἀτελὴς 
θάνατος μνηστῆρσι πᾶσι καὶ τὸ οὐδεὶς θάνατον ἀλύξοι ταυτὸν 
δηλοῦσιν Eust.) have caused Knight and others to condemn 547. 
It must be admitted that there is a fair case against the line, 
though in form it is Homeric enough; but before deciding the 
question let us turn to the consideration of |. 546, for the sake of 
which primarily attention has been drawn to the speech. 

First of all I would urge that γένοιτο, which has the unani- 
mous voice of tradition in its favour, should certainly be altered 
in spite of all MSS.—their untrustworthiness on this particular 
point is a commonplace of criticism—to γένηται ; for the state- 
ment is obviously intended to be as positive as it can be made: 
would certainly is the sense here required, not would probably. 
I may refer to the lines just preceding the quoted passage 
(539-40) :--- 

εἴ δ᾽ Ὀδυσεὺς ἔλθοι καὶ ἵκοιτ᾽ és πατρίδα γαῖαν, 
αἶψά κε σὺν ᾧ παιδὶ βίας ἀποτίσεται ἀνδρῶν. 
where the subjunctive comes, even after an optative in the 
protasis, for pretty much the same reason, as it ought to come 
here. If anything, the need for it here is, I should imagine, 
rather more stringent, though it is possible that on this point 
there may be a difference of opinion. Still I should hardly 
expect that there could be any hesitation on the main question, 
the necessity for γένηται rather than γένοιτο in |. 546. 
If we turn to the consideration of the statement as a whole, 
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‘death would be, or will be, not unaccomplished for all the 
suitors,’ it does not seem quite to satisfy all the requirements 
of the case. Death is of course sure to come to the suitors sooner 
or later. The essential point here is surely the time of the 
visitation, and in the vulgate no mention whatever is made of 
this: there is no ‘soon’ or ‘shortly’ or ‘ presently’. There is 
only the odd litotes, ineffective and unimpressive, of οὐκ ἀτελής, 
and there the serious corruption, if there be any serious corrup- 
tion of the line, must lie. Suspecting then the soundness of οὐκ 
ἀτελής I have little doubt that it but slightly veils the true read- 
ing, which can hardly have been other than 
ὠκυτελής. 

Palaeographically the difference between οὐκ ἀτελής and ὠκυτελής 
is very slight, while the advantage to the sense, given by the 
latter, is considerable: ‘In that case death to the suitors will be 
swift of accomplishment.’ 

To complete the discomfiture of the vulgate it may be noticed 
that ἀτελής is practically ἅπαξ λεγόμενον, and that the meaning 
given to it in this passage is altogether illegitimate in Epic 
diction. The real Homeric word for ‘unfulfilled’ is ἀτέλεστος, 
A 26, 57, 168, B 273, 6 571, π III, o 345; once we have 
ἀτελεύτητος, A 527. As for ἀτελής it may be found in the 
Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 1. 481, where it means unini- 
tiated :— 

ὃς δ᾽ ἀτελὴς ἱερῶν, ὅς τ᾽ ἄμμορος, οὔ ποθ᾽ ὁμοίων 
(Leg. ὁμοίην) 
αἶσαν ἔχει φθίμενός περ ὑπὸ ζόφῳ εὑρώεντι. 

In conclusion, by the adoption of ὠκυτελής, an unexcep- 
tional formation (cf. ὀξυβελής, &c.), we recall a primitive word 
from unmerited oblivion, restore its effective emphasis to xai, and 
at once remove the objectionable tautology of the two clauses, 
the mere recurrence of the noun @dvaros being not unusual in 
Homeric diction :— 

τῷ κε Kal ὠκυτελὴς θάνατος μνηστῆρσι. γένηται 
πᾶσι μάλ᾽, οὐδέ κέ τις θάνατον καὶ κῆρας ἀλύζξει. 

The first line dwells upon the swiftness of the impending 
doom: the second enforces its comprehensiveness. 
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- @ 10] εἶκε, γέρον, προθύρον, μὴ δὴ τάχα καὶ ποδὸς ἕλκῃ. 


ἕλκῃ for ἕλκηαι is not to be accepted. It is an exposed im- 
posture. The contraction is admittedly post-Homeric. Knight’s 
ἕλκεαι only makes matters worse; for not only is the contraction 
in the highest degree doubtful, but the introduction of an indica- 
tive, for such it is, whatever may have been the view of its 
sponsor, when a subjunctive is indispensable, must be condemned 
as a misguided effort. Van Leeuwen and da Costa change δή 
into τις, 80 converting ἕλκῃ into an unexceptional 3 sing. act. 
This is at least ingenious; but it is hard to see why ris sliould 
have become δή and left no trace of its real self. There is nothing 
in the suggested reading to provoke the alteration into the 
vulgate. Inthe MSS. there is no variant of δή save δῆ and only 
ἕλκε L of ἕλκῃ, mere differences of breathing and accent being, as 
here they may be, disregarded. 

I have rather an adventurous suggestion to make, which 
would account in a fairly satisfactory manner for the traditional 
text, and yet afford a simple and intelligible reading with some- 
what of an antique cast. There is no palaeographical difficulty in 
supposing that ἕλκῃ may be an old error for ἑλκή. It is hardly 
necessary to press into service the reading of L ἕλκε to justify the 
idea, though indications even as slight as that carry weight with 
many minds. Under this supposition the verb, the substantive 
verb, which is all that is required, may be concealed under the 
unassuming, but non-essential, δή, and we get this result :— 

εἶκε, γέρον, προθύρου, μὴ ἔῃ τάχα καὶ ποδὸς ἑλκή. 
‘Give ground, old man, from the portal, lest there be soon 
a haling (of thee) by the foot.’ 

On the substitution of ἔῃ for δή it is hardly necessary to 
dwell. The possibility of the corruption is undeniable: but it 
is also quite possible to accept the view that ἑλκή should be read 
and yet leave δή undisturbed: for the verb ἔῃ may be understood 
here, just as it is in E 481 τά τ᾽ ἔλδεται ὅς κ᾿ ἐπιδευής. 

The essential point then is to show the possibility of the 
noun ἑλκή. We have only ἑλκηθμός extant in Homer in this 
sense: then we have the cognate derivative ἕλκηθρον, and that 
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is all; for it is by no means determined whether ἕλκος is, or is 
. not, to be reckoned as belonging to the same root, v. Curtius, 
Gr. Et. 23. But even from ἑλκηθμός alone we may postulate 
8. primitive é\xj. There is therefore no reason to insist, as 
some formalists might be disposed to do, that the noun must be 
in the o form, ὁλκή, which admittedly was the only form used in 
later times, or—shall we say ?—the form that ultimately pre- 
vailed, cf. Aesch. Suppl. 884, &c., &c. If this be not sufficient 
to convince, there is still the adverb ἑλκηδόν, which may be found 
in Hesiod, Scut. Here. 302, giving further confirmatory evidence 
for our supposed ἑλκή, cf. σφαιρηδόν from σφαῖρα, ἀγεληδόν from 
ἀγέλη, adverbs of this termination being always formed from 
nouns. 
Assuredly, when ὁλκή held the field, nothing could save an 
obsolete noun ἑλκή from becoming in later times ἕλκῃ, unless it 
were safeguarded by some more efficient protection in the shape 
of a verb than the no less obsolete ἔῃ, though, as I have already 
admitted, it may never have possessed even that meagre amount 
of protection. 

σ 26] & πόποι, ds ὃ μολοβρὸς ἐπιτροχάδην ἀγορεύει ---- 

ρ 210 πῇ δὴ τόνδε μολοβρὸν ἄγεις, ἀμέγαρτε συβῶτα; 

These are the only passages in which the word μολοβρός 
occurs, so that it may seem over-bold to throw euspicion on the 
article in o 26. For, of course, with this noun it is found in no 
less than fifty per cent. of the instances, a proportion that no 
other word that is favoured with the article in the Homeric poems 
can boast. Undeterred by this, however, I proceed to suggest 
that the true form of the word may be really preserved in o 26, 
if we read it thus :-— 

ὦ πόποι, ws ὁμολοβρὸς ἐπκιτροχάδην ἀγορεύει ---- 
and accordingly p 219 becomes :--- 
πῇ δὴ τόνδ᾽ ὁμολοβρὸν ayes, ἀμέγαρτε συβῶτα ; 

The traditional and generally accepted explanation, ‘ glut- 
ton,’ yaorpipapyos could hardly be better rendered in detail than 
by a compound containing ὁμός, ὅλος and ν΄ Bop 

ὁμολοβόρος 
The one difficulty I see in this derivation is that the only form of 
ὅλος known in epic is otAos. Whether this is necessarily fatal to 
the derivation (cf. dAvpa, οὐλαῶ), I leave for others to decide. 
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An alternative suggestion ἀμελόβορος (ἀμελῶ) does not 
appear to me particularly attractive. 

σ 74] οἵην ἐκ ῥακέων ὁ γέρων ἐπιγουνίδα φαίνει. 

Probably modified for the better accommodation of the 
article from an original :— 

οἵην ἐν ῥακέεσσι γέρων ἐπιγουνίδα paiver. 
Cf. Τ' 31 ἐν προμάχοισι φανέντα, ν 309, Σὶ 295, 0 51}. 
σ 93] ὧδε δέ οἱ φρονέοντι δοάσσατο κέρδιον εἶναι, 

HK ἐλάσαι, ἵνα μή μιν ἐπιφρασσαίατ᾽ ᾿Αχαιοί. 

TI regret to say that I cannot, even out of deference to the dignity 
and importance of the comma, feel the least confidence in the 
correctness of the second foot of 1. 94: neither is the hiatus here 
to be defended by the fashionable, but I venture to say fleeting, 
doctrine of legitimate hiatus, which has in fact never been invoked 
for the benefit of this particular foot. As it happens, I have 
already made a suggestion with regard to two fairly analogous 
cases of hiatus, B 590 ἐκτίσασθ᾽ “EAéys for τίσασθαι Ἑλένης and 
π 24==p 42 εἰσόψεσθ' ἐφάμην for ὄψεσθαι ἑἐφάμην (v. Note on 
λ 584, p. 198), and it does not seem altogether improbable that 
two other instances :— 

€ 522 ἕννυσθαι, ὅτε τις χειμὼν ἔκπαγλος dporro. 

π᾿ 287 παρφάσθαι, ὅτε κέν σε μεταλλῶσιν ποθέοντες"--- 
should thus be restored on similar lines :— 

ἔννυσθ᾽, ὁππότε Tu — 

παρφάσθ᾽, ὁππότε κεν----. 
Consequently it may be desirable, or at least permissible, to see if 
any plausible means of escape from the metrical difficulty here 
also is open tous. Evidently no solution can be reached by the 
precise method adopted in the preceding instances, the restoration 
of a lost elision. Here an elision is out of the question. The 
final syllable of a 1 aor. inf. act., it is generally agreed, cannot be 
elided, nor indeed, if it could, would it bring us immediately any 
nearer to a successful issue: and yet I venture to think that the 
original may still be recoverable, and in fact probably stood 
thus :— 

ἧκά F ἑλάσσαι, μή μιν--- 

Now ἦκα ἐλάσσαι, the only correct tradition possible of the 
above reading after the loss of the digamma, would readily 
become ἦκα ἐλάσαι and then necessarily 7x’ ἐλάσαι. Under such 
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circumstances the encroachment of the conjunction wa, whether 
it came as an explanatory gloss or a metrical makeshift, would 
be natural enough. It may be noticed that a couple of lines 
back, where the same adverb and verb are used, they are accom- 
panied, as I suggest they should be here, by an enclitic pronoun : 
but the pronoun there could not be so readily lost to sight, 7é μιν 
nx ἐλάσει. The disappearance of ἑ here before ἐλάσσαι which 
begins with the same letter would be even easier than that of xe 
in ξ 152 ὡς véeras Ὀδυσεύς, where I have already (v. Note ad loc.) 
under some warrant of usage restored ds xe νέητ᾽ ᾿Οδυσεύς. 

Accordingly as a suggestion, not devoid of certain elements 
of probability, for I make no greater claim, pera καὶ τόδε τοῖσι 
γενέσθω. Sooner or later the occasion may arise when, to mis- 
apply the words of the Roman poet, ‘ et haec—meminisse iuvabit.’ 
See Notes on a 83, 7 164, and κ 295. 

σ 102] αἰθούσης τε θύρας" καί μιν ποτὶ épxiov αὐλῆς ----. 

The hypothesis of legitimacy for this hiatus has been con- 
siderably shaken, and is hardly to be regarded as a satisfactory 
defence for the vulgate reading. Ποτί should be maintained : 
otherwise καὶ δή ἑ πρός might be adequate. I suggest that we 
should follow πὶ 165, 343 and read :— 

Kai μιν ποτὶ τειχίον αὐλῆς. 
σ 107] λυγρὸς ἐών, μή πού τι κακὸν καὶ μεῖζον ἐπαύρῃ. 

One MS. (F) has ἐπαύρῃς, though the sigma is deleted by an- 
other hand. There is scarcely a possibility of resisting the con- 
clusion that the verb has been altered. Some one has naturally 
thought of making the passage more effective by introducing the 
ironical ἐπαύρηαι, for which ἐπαύρῃ is in accordance with later, 
but contrary to Homeric, usage made to stand. If so, and there 
is no extravagance in the supposition, we must look for a word 
which would be Homeric, but afterwards either rare or obsolete. 
This condition is fairly met, I submit, by what I here propose :— 

μή πού τι κακὸν καὶ μεῖζον ἐπίσπῃς. 

Compare Χ 39 :— 

οἷος ἄνευθ᾽ ἄλλων, ἵνα μὴ τόχα πότμον ἐπίσπῃς--- (Cf. Z 412). 
σ 114] ὃς τοῦτον τὸν ἄναλτον ἀλητεύειν ἀπέπαυσας ----. 
Restore ὃς τοῦτον μὲν ἄναλτον---. 
For μέν here see Note on p 10. 
σ 135] καὶ τὰ φέρει ἀεκαζόμενος τετληότι θυμῷ. 
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Possibly the gnomic aor. occurred here originally :— 
καὶ τά γ᾽ ἔνεγκ᾽ ἀεκαζόμενος τετληότι θυμῷ. 
σ 155} τῇ δ᾽ dp’ ἐπὶ φρεσὶ θῆκε θεὰ γλαυκῶπις ᾿Αθήνη, 
κούρῃ ᾿Ικαρίοιο, περίφρονι Πηνελοπείῃ, 
μνηστήρεσσι φανῆναι, ὅπως πετάσειε μάλιστα 
θυμὸν μνηστήρων ἰδὲ τιμήεσσα γένοιτο 
μᾶλλον πρὸς πόσιός τε καὶ υἱέος ἢ πάρος ev. 
Line 160 furnishes the solitary instance οὗ πεγάννυμι used meta- 
phorically. It is, of course, very frequently used literally, e. g. of 
hands (χεῖρε πετάσσας), clothes ({ 94, &c.), sails (A 480, &c.), light 
(ζ 45, &c.), and doors (φ §0), with the meaning ‘to spread out’, 
‘to open’. Hence it would seem not unnatural that πετάσειε 
θυμὸν μνηστήρων here should mean ‘to disclose, reveal, the mind 
of the suitors’, in plain terms, ‘to put their generosity to the 
test’. This indeed is precisely what she proceeds to do to the 
huge delight of her husband :— 


ao 281 ὡς φάτο, γήθησεν δὲ πολύτλας δῖος ᾿Οδυσσεύς, 
οὕνεκα τῶν μὲν δῶρα παρέλκετο, --- 
and doubtless her son thoroughly shared in his father’s unsophis- 
ticated gratification. 

This, I submit, is what the author of πετάσειε, whether 
Homer, or a redactor, or reviser,—the whole passage is the 
subject of an interminable wrangle among the professors of the 
Higher Criticism—muast have meant by the expression. Penelope 
was to ‘show up’ the suitors, thereby endearing herself all the 
more to her husband and son. But this is by no means the view 
the ancients took of πετάσειε here. It would have been an insult 
to the royal family, an ἀπρεπές, as they were so fond of declaring 
on other occasions. So πετάσειε is explained by Schol. V ἐκπλή- 
gee, by B ἀναστήσειε πρὸς ἐπιθυμίαν, and in Eustathius διαχέοε, ἐκ 
μεταφορᾶς τῶν διαπεταννυμένων σωμάτων. There is a good deal of 
latitude, it is true, in these explanations. The moderns, while 
following suit in the main, are as a rule a little more precise. 
Ebeling and his coadjutors in the Lexicon Homericum have 
‘animum quasi dilatare laetitia et cupiditate ’, ‘arrigo’: Ameis- 
Hentze ‘das Herz ausbreitete, mit freudiger Hoffnung schwellte’: 
Crusius (Arnold) ‘expand the heart of any one, i.e. to swell’: 
Autenrieth ‘open the heart’: Liddell and Scott ‘ open one’s 
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heart’ (?): Butcher and Lang ‘that she might make their heart 
greatly to swell for joy’. 

Now to put the suitors in a good humour may or may not 
have been desirable; certainly it is difficult to trace any such 
considerate intention in a good many things said and done by 
both Odysseus and Telemachus, and even by Penelope herself. 
Moreover one might fairly suppose that the fight between the 
two beggar-men had already achieved that object for the 
generality, cf. 1. 100 γέλῳ ἔκθανον, 1. 111 ἡδὺ yeAotwrres. Only 
Amphinomus has any reason (v. ll. 125-127) for feeling a little 
depressed. Neither Penelope then nor Athene, for either might 
be regarded as the entertainer of the design whatever it was, can 
be supposed to have intended to produce this effect. Schol. V 
stands alone in supposing that Penelope merely meant to astonish 
the suitors. However it is perhaps unnecessary to pursue 
further the inquiry into the meaning of πετάσει. What has been 
said justifies considerable mistrust of its genuineness, and has an 
important bearing on the emendation I wish to propose. 

Some MSS.—ULW cum γι Y (Ludwich)—give θέλξειε, which 
is approved by Nauck with a hearty ‘rectius, ut opinor’. Van 
Herwerden, on the other hand, with some plausibility thinks 
θέλξειε merely a gloss derived from ll. 212 and 282. Undoubtedly 
a conjecture, to win the smallest credence, must account for the 
appearance, not of θέλξειε, but of πετάσειε. Perhaps I should 
mention the one offered by J. J. Hartman in his Epistola Critica, 
1896, σκεδάσει. With this verb θυμόν of course assumes its 
special sense, ‘anger.’ But the same objection holds against this 
reading also. We have no information that the suitors were 
angry, though Penelope was herself a little out of temper not 
without reason, as her son admitted, τὸ μὲν ov σε νεμεσσῶμαι 
κεχολῶσθαι. 

But it is now only fair to hazard my own conjecture. 
Accordingly I suggest that what Homer really said differed by 
but one letter from the tradition, and the text should stand 
thus :— 


ὅπως ἐτάσειε μάλιστα 
θυμὸν μνηστήρων--- 


‘in order that she might test the mind of the suitors.’ The 
sense is as already explained: the motive is very much the same 
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as that which influenced Athene on a previous occasion, p 363 
(ὡς ἂν .. .) γνοίη θ᾽ of τινές εἰσιν ἐναίσιμοι ot τ᾽ ἀθέμιστοι: More- 
over it would seem not unreasonable to suppose that the editor or 
rhapsodist, who substituted πετάσειε, the more common and 
familiar Homeric verb, for the always rare and unusual éracete, 
intended to maintain the sense without material alteration, and 
scarcely contemplated the treatment his well-meant effort has met 
with at the hands of subtle exponents, some of them bent on 
making a display of imaginary psychological analysis. 

Against ἐτάσειε for ἐξετάσειε in later classical times the same 
feeling would operate that would greet nowadays the appcar- 
ance of ‘ceive’ for ‘ perceive’. Analogy might plead for it, but 
usage would reject it without a moment’s hesitation. The 
instances of the use of ἐτάζω, for a reference to the Lexicons will 
assure us that it was used, seem to be-almost confined to the 
Anthology, whose writers however were often in diction great 
revivalists, 

σ 167] μὴ πάντα μνηστῆρσιν ὑπερφιάλοισιν ὁμιλεῖν, 

If this line be genuine—Duentzer would expel it from the 
text along with the next—it is worth while to inquire what is 
the sense of πάντα. Is it ‘always’, πάντα ypdvov? So far as 
I can ascertain there is no other instance of this in Homer. Nor 
would it be in accordance with the facts, for Telemachus and the 
suitors to be described as inseparable companions. 

As a neuter plur. used adverbially πάντα is equally unac- 
ceptable. πάντα ὁμιλεῖν is quite without a parallel in the 
Homeric poems, and ‘to associate in everything’ would not 
apply to the case. 

If, as seems most likely, the meaning intended is ‘ not at all’, 
‘not in any wise’, then the reading should be in spite of 
tradition :— 

μὴ πάμπαν μνηστῆρσιν ὑπερφιάλοισιν ὁμιλεῖν, --- 
Cf. ῶΩ 65, ¥ 376. 
σ 192] κάλλεϊ μέν of πρῶτα προσώπατα καλὰ κάθηρεν 
ἀμβροσίῳ,.--- 

Undoubtedly it would be an unenviable task to defend the 
above line in its entirety, unless its champion were prepared 
boldly to ignore the existence of such a thing as cumulative 
evidence. It is not only that κάλλεϊ is, as Fick says, mirum 
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unguentum— it seems rather to be a sort of modern toilet-soap— 
but προσώπατα for πρόσωπα is really more than we could possibly 
bear with equanimity even for the sake of the excellent bucolic 
diaeresis. Then to crown all comes καλά, an innocent-looking 
word enough, but surely quite inadmissible after κάλλεϊ, whether 
γα take it as a mere standing, and conventional, epithet, as in 
ω 44 — 
καθήραντες χρόα καλὸν 
ὕδατί τε λιαρῷ καὶ ἀλείφατι" 
or regard it as a somewhat uncomplimentary prolepsis ‘till it 
became beautiful’. In fact καλά, if I do not mistake, is the main 
centre of mischief in this passage, though unfortunately it cannot 
be said to be the only faulty element that mars the tradition. 
Even κάθηρεν is not altogether free from suspicion. It would, 
however, be useless on the strength of a single doubtful passage, 
ᾧ 347 ὅς τις ἐθείρῃ, to do more than hint that possibly an aor. 
ἔθηρεν (ἐξέθηρεν 2) may have stood here with the meaning ‘ care- 
fully treated’; but it may be allowable to exercise more freedom 
in dealing with the abnormal rpoowrara and its probable origin. 
I suggest then that the poet really said πρόσωπα ἁπαλά, cf. 5 123 
παρειάων ἁπαλάων. If there were any confusion of ἁπαλά with 
ἀταλά, we should get the very letters that make up the curious 
or, to be mildly apologetic, heteroclite rpoowrara: but in any 
case the confusion of x and τ is not a very difficult matter to face. 
As to καλά, which has ousted the less familiar word, it is more 
than half suggested by the ending of ἁπαλά. For the rest of the 
verse, if we look to κάθηρεν, which of course van Leeuwen and 
da Costa print ἐκάθηρεν, there is every possibility that the lipo- 
graphy of €KA (ἦκα) is the missing link and may have started 
the process of corruption. Certainly ἦκα might be lost before 
ἐκάθηρεν just as readily as éxds after ἕστηκας in E 485 (v. Journ. 
Phil, xxiv, p. 275 f.). We arrive at the result :— 
κάλλεϊ μέν of πρῶτα πρόσωφ᾽ ἅπάλ᾽ ἧκα κάθηρεν. 
Still nearer to the tradition is ἧκα ἔθηρεν, but to adopt this verb, 
as I have already observed, is too much of a step in the dark. 
The aspiration of the x in the above writing makes the change a 
little more considerable in appearance than it is in reality; for 
we must remember that πρόσωπα would almost certainly appear 
in the older writing without any visible elision. 
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It may be useful indeed both for present and future purposes 
to consider the passage again from the point of view of the earlier 
writing, and to set down the last four words at full length, as 
they may be supposed to have appeared before the time of the 
archon Euclides :-— 

TIPOCOTTA ATTAAA EKA EKAGEPEN. 5 

Now οἱ μεταχαρακτηρίζοντες, besides introducing the special 
forms for the long vowels H and {, would probably have to 
strike out those which are elided in reading, and according to 
the later custom omitted in writing. In the above we have 
three couples AA, A€ and A€ requiring to be dealt with. In 
the first no error can be committed: it is immaterial which A 
is cancelled ; nor is there much more room for material error in 
the third : the removal of the € would serve just as well as that 
of the A; but in the second case the loss of the €, if accident- 
ally deleted instead of the A, would be immediately fatal to the 
conservation of the adverb ἧκα. Not only abnormal grammatical 
forms like προσώπατα may have arisen in this way, but mysterious 
words, which would have puzzled Homer himself as much as 
they did his interpreters, would be evolved now and then, such 
as.for example μορόεντα in this very book, l. 298. The explana- 
tions that tradition has preserved of this locution are quite 
enough to assure us that the ancients knew nothing whatever 
about it. To begin with they were uncertain whether to read 
τρίγληνα popoevra Or τρίγλην᾽ ἀμορόεντα. Then the explanations 
are at once various and beautiful, and not without an occasional 
touch of humour. Some of the Greeks, good easy men, evidently 
thought that to do hard work was as bad as to be killed, so that 
πόνος was to all intents and purposes the same as μόρος. Ergo, 
it is clear μορόεντα = πεπονημένα, ‘mortal hard to make’ in the 
vernacular. Others preferred to try to make ἀμορόεντα reveal its 
secret and convinced themselves that they had hit the nail on the 
head by making it equivalent to ἀθάνατα, μόρον μὴ μετέχοντα. 
We need not tarry long over the remaining, mainly modern, 
efforts of exegesis, such as ‘plena particularum’ (μόρα = pars), 
‘splendida’ (appaipw), ‘venusta’ (Sansc. smara = amor), 
‘fatalia’ (μόρος), ‘mulberry-coloured’ (μόρον), ‘black,’ ‘ nigri- 
cantia.’ 

In applying the principle enunciated above, absolute assur- 
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ance is of course unattainable; but it is surely not venturing 
beyond reasonable limits to surmise that 
TPIFAENAIMEPOENTA 

might lose in course of transfer the | instead of the A of the 
Al. Then pepdevra would not have much difficulty in becoming 
μορόεντα. ᾿ Certainly the plain and pimple 

tpiyAnv’ ἱμερόεντα 
will Jack attraction for many who would not lose the magnificent 
mumpsimus, μορόεντα, at any price, partly because they delight 
in the mysterious and unfathomable, partly because they blindly 
cling to the dogmatic pronouncement that the most difficult 
reading is always to be preferred, just as if a fortuitous corrup- 
tion, as opposed to a deliberate alteration, was always, or indeed 
ever, likely to be plainer than the original. At this rate lucidity, 
and clearness should be found in muddy and disturbed waters, 
and opacity only in the pure untroubled stream. Observation, 
however, does not confirm this interesting inference. 
σ 201] ἢ με μάλ᾽ αἰνοπαθῇ μαλακὸν περὶ Kap ἐκάλυψεν. 

In this sentence αἰνοπαθῇ is emphasized by μάλα, just as in 
the case of other adjectives before which μάλα is placed else-. 
where. Instances can be found by any reader without difficulty. 
Yet it is obvious at a glance that the main point of Penelope’s 
exclamation is her surprise at the visitation of sleep. That she 
should go out of her way to declare with emphasis that she is 
a dreadful sufferer is unfortunately only possible in our own 
advanced civilization. Women of this peculiar type are essen- 
tially modern, not epic creations. 

Add to this that the word αἰνοπαθής itself is not Homeric, 
also that the contracted form of the acc. is late, and there can 
be no doubt in an impartial mind that αἰνοπαθῆ is corrupt. This 
conclusion holds, although it may be quite impossible to restore 
the original text. There is in such a case as this room for more 
than one suggestion. Usage would warrant :— 

ἢ μάλα δή μ᾽ αἰνῶς μαλακὸν περὶ κῶμ᾽ ἐκάλυψεν. 
Or a suggestion might be taken from ᾧ 196 ὧδε μάλ᾽ ἐξαπίνης---- 
ἢ με μάλ᾽ ἐξαπίνης μαλακὸν περὶ κῶμ᾽ ἐκάλυψεν. 
But the safer course, as palaeographic considerations must clearly 
prevail here, would be to read the line thus :— 
ἢ με μάλ᾽ alvd ποθεν μαλακὸν περὶ κῶμ᾽ ἐκάλυψεν. 
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‘Surely ’tis very strange. Somehow soft slumber wrapt me around.’ 
The position of ποθέν is justified by the emphasis upon the 
adverbial αἰνά, This reading, I submit, accounts for the tradition 
and gives a satisfactory sense. Similarly by a converse process 
Hymn. Herm. 155 is recoverable :— 
τίπτε σύ, ποικιλομῆτα, παθὼν τόδε νυκτὸς ἐν ὥρῃ (Epxe’) — ; 
σ 251] ἘΕὐρύμαχ᾽, ἦ τοι ἐμὴν ἀρετὴν εἶδός τε δέμας τε 
ὥλεσαν ἀθάνατοι, ὅτε Ἴλιον εἰσανέβαινον ---- 
I would suggest :— 
Εὐρύμαχ᾽, ἢ τοι ἔμ᾽ ἀθάνατοι εἶδός re δέμας re 
ὥλεσαν ἥματι τῷ ὅτε Ἴλιον els ἀνέβαινον ---. 

In trying to get rid of an imaginary hiatus by substituting 
one regarded as legitimate, the improvers have made Penelope 
disclaim far too much. She did not lose, nor would she be likely 
to say that she had lost, any of her skill in weaving, in house- 
wifery, or in short— 

ἔργα τ᾽ ἐπίστασθαι περικαλλέα xaippévas ἐσθλάς. 
What she would admit, what she has already allowed, that she 
has lost, is ἀγλαΐη (σ 180), and that is enough. 

This applies also to τ 124-5, where the lines recur. 

σ 254] εἰ κεῖνός γ᾽ ἐλθὼν τὸν ἐμὸν βίον ἀμφιπολεύοι, 
Perhaps we might read :— 
εἰ κεῖνός γ᾽ ἐλθὼν ἔτ᾽ ἐμὸν βίον ἀμφιπολεύοι, 
where ἔτι would mean ‘as he did in days gone by ’, cf. ἔτι καὶ viv. 
© 257) ἢ μὲν δὴ ὅτετ'᾽ ἧε λιπὼν κάτα πατρίδα γαῖαν 
The τε following ὅτε is unsuitable here. Read ---- , * 
ἢ μὲν δή ῥ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ὅτ᾽ He λιπὼν κάτα πατρίδα γαῖαν. 
Cf. O 53, Ἐ 337 ἀλλ᾽ εἰ δή ῥ᾽. 
© 265} τῶ οὐκ οἶδ᾽ ἡ κέν μ᾽ ἀνέσει θεός, ἦ κεν ἁλώω 
αὐτοῦ ἐνὶ Τροίῃ" 

The above is the reading of Ludwich’s text (1891). There are 
sundry minor points about it which might be discussed, whether 
τῶ or τῷ is correct, whether εἰ... # should be read with the MSS. 
or 7. . . 7.28 above, whether ov before οἶδ᾽ and xe before dAww should 
not be written for οὐκ and κεν, also αὐτόθ᾽ for αὐτοῦ ; but the main 
problem here is the determination of ἀνέσει. The only variant is 
ἀνέσοι, which gives no help, save that it shows that some one 
knew that xe did not assort well with what looks like a fut. indic. 

The most widely accepted view is that ἀνέσει is a special 
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form of the fut. indic. of ἀνίημι, though why Homer ever tried to 
palm off ἀνέσει upon his hearers for ἀνήσει, which is actually used 
in B 276, has never been, and never will be, explained. He has 
been charged with blindness ; but even a blind man could hardly 
say ἀνέσει for ἀνήσει. That would argue rather some slight 
degree of vocal, if not mental, deficiency. Alexandrine scholiasts 
and editors, however, did not stand at trifles, as I have shown 
more than once in these pages, and when we find even modern 
critics of repute giving us, also under stress of metre, an 
imaginary dveap for dveap (Hymn. Dem. 269), much may be for- 
given to those early novices. 

The next and latest view is that ἀνέσει is a 1 aor. subj. of 
ἀνίημι (Savelsberg). This view is supposed by its author to 
reduce to a minimum the difficulty of the shortening of the 
penultimate. Here are his words: ‘weil nie das Futurum, 
wohl aber der erste Aorist die Verlangerung des Wurzelvokals 
éfters mit der Kiirze vertausche.’ If ἀνέσει, however, is to be 
dealt with at all, those who refer it to w, ξζω, to seat, must 
surely prevail against those who would force it to belong to iu. 
We have N 657 és δίφρον δ᾽ ἀνέσαντες, Ἐξ 209 els εὐνὴν ἀνέσαιμι. 
The difficulty about ἀνέσει in this view is that, though the 
grammatical form is satisfactory enough, the meaning ‘ restore 
me to my seat’ is very flat and unprofitable. This objection has, 
I suppose, been considered fatal, as indeed it ought to be. 

Many reject the form ἀνέσει altogether and follow Thiersch 
in reading ἀνέῃ, an unhappy conjecture; for the form is itself 
speculative, ἀνήῃ, found in B 34, being alone authentic. It may 
be remarked also that the meaning postulated for dyinju, ‘send 
back home,’ is not elsewhere found in Homer. 

The scholia BQ give as the first paraphrase ἐκ τοῦ θανάτον 
ἀφήσει and the Venetian scholia ἐάσει. Here, 1 think, we have 
a fair hint, and something more, as to what the real reading was 
which ἀνέσει has unfortunately displaced. 

τῶ ov old ἡ κέν μ᾽ ἑάῃ θεός, 7) κε ἁλώω. 
Palaeographically the corruption οὗ ἐάῃ into -ῃ which associates 
it with tu is easy. But more than that, the special epic use of 
édw, ‘to spare an enemy’s life,’ became obsolete and was forgotten 
by the later Greeks. iu obviously requires the help of the prep. 
ἀνά to enable it to convey any meaning at all here, and if any 
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one thinks the Greeks would hesitate at a bold modification of 
quantity to make the necessary accommodation, he underrates 
seriously the sacrifices they would make of form to secure the 
laudable end that their great poet should speak in ‘a tongue 
understanded of the people’. 

We might, it is true, get a little closer to the tradition by 
reading ἐάσῃ with a crasis of ea-, such as we find in E 256 rpew 
pe οὐκ ἐᾷ Παλλὰς ᾿Αθήνη. Iam, I confess, quite incredulous as to 
the integrity of E 256 and the possibility of such a contraction. 
Moreover the pres, tense édy, ‘is for sparing my life,’ is far more 
suitable here than the aor. To carry out the intention would 
necessarily involve a series of acts of intervention. Of course 
ἁλώω refers to a catastrophe that could only occur once. 

For the special sense of édw the following passages may be 
noticed :— 

δ 743 σὺ μὲν dp με κατάκτανε νηλέι χαλκῷ, 

ἢ ἔα ἐν μεγάρῳ" 
It 731 Ἕκτωρ δ᾽ ἄλλους μὲν Δαναοὺς ἔα οὐδ᾽ ἐνάριζεν" 
Ω 684 ἐπεί σ᾽ εἴασεν ᾿Αχιλλεύς. 
δ69 μή σε, γέρον, οὐδ᾽ αὐτὸν ἐνὶ κλισίῃσιν ἐάσω (Leg. γέρων) 
καὶ ἱκέτην περ ἐόντα, Διὸς δ᾽ ἀλίτωμαι ἐφετμάς. 
In the last line it is fairly certain that καὶ ἱκέτην should be «ras 
ἱκέτην, but the later Greeks could not tolerate the uncompounded 
participle (cf. on o 158), and preferred to strengthen wep by a 
Homerically superfluous καί in spite of the distressing hiatus 
thereby created. The emendation, an excellent one, is due to 
Brandreth, whose work has received recently considerable, though 
perhaps not complete, acknowledgement at the hands of Prof. 
A. Platt, the editor of the Cambridge Homer. 
There remains one passage that must needs be quoted. InONs56 
Priam referring to the ransom he has brought says to Achilles :— 
σὺ δὲ τῶνδ᾽ ἀπόναιο καὶ ἔλθοις 
σὴν ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν, ἐπεί με πρῶτον ἔασας --- (Leg. ἐπεὶ σύ pe). 
Here he ended, ἐπεὶ. . . ἔασας being definite enough ‘for you began 
by sparing my life’; but some critics or readers not knowing the 
usage, ὅπερ ἀγνοήσαντές τινες, a8 Didymus says,—though it is 
hardly necessary to assume that they were as ignorant as Didymus 
himself, who promptly kicks away his own pedestal by explaining 
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ὅασας by ἥδυνας, ηὔφρανας, it would be sufficient ground for their 
action that they knew the usage to be obsolete,—these critics 
added the universally-bracketed line in order to give éacas its 
ordinary sense :— | 

αὐτόν τε ζώειν καὶ ὁρᾶν φάος ἠελίοιο. 
σ 471] κεῖνος τὼς ἀγόρευε τὰ δὴ νῦν πάντα τελεῖται. 

I suggest :--- 
κεῖνος 6 γ᾽ ὡς ἀγόρευε 
Cf. T 344 κεῖνος ὅ γε προπάροιθε νεῶν ὀρθοκραιράων 
Γ 39% κεῖνος ὅ γ᾽ ἐν θαλάμῳ καὶ δινωτοῖσι λέχεσσιν --- 

The line itself recurs twice, B 330, & 48, where the same 
remedy is applicable. In B 330 the MSS. have not ras but θ᾽ ds; 
in #48 @ ὥς is largely supported and κεῖνός γ᾽ is mentioned. 
Here the MSS. are for θ᾽ ds and δ᾽ ὥς. rws and τόσσ᾽ are attributed 
to Aristarchus. 

σ 275] μνηστήρων οὐχ ἦδε δίκη τὸ πάροιθε τέτυκτο, 
Here J gives προπάροιθε and Ῥ τέτυκται. We may read 
accordingly with considerable advantage :— 
μνηστήρων οὐχ ἦδε δίκη προπάροιθε τέτυκται. 
Cf. π 241. 
σ 293 (πέπλον) ποικίλον" ἐν δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἔσαν περόναι δνοκαίδεκα πάσαι ---. 
We may read --- 
ἐν δέ Γ᾽ ἔσαν (F = For) 
So again below 323 δίδου δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ for δίδουν δέ F’. 
σ 803] τῇ δ᾽ «ρ᾽ ἅμ᾽ ἀμφίπολοι ἔφερον περικαλλέα δῶρα. 

For the sake of the metre φόρεον should beread. The hiatus 
is the result of a fear that φορέω could not be a precise equivalent 
of φέρω. That it may beso in epic is however hardly to be denied, 
cf. 1 10, ν 368, where there is also a variant ἔφερε, μ 68, « 328, 
C171, x 448, &e. 

σ 833] ὖ dAvas ὅτι ἾἿρον ἐνίκησας τὸν ἀλήτην ; 
Perhaps simply :— 
ἐνίκησας μὲν ἀλήτην 
just as μέν gives emphasis to the verb in ᾧ 201 ὡς ἔλθοι μὲν κεῖνος, 
μ 156 ἀλλ᾽ ἐρέω μὲν ἐγών. 2 71. 
σ 8285} ὃς τίς σ᾽ ἀμφὶ xdpy κεκοπὼς χερσὶ στιβαρῇσι 
δώματος ἐκπέμψῃσι φορύξας αἵματι πολλῷ. 

For ὅς τις usage requires ὅς κεν, v. Monro, H. 6. ὃ 282, and 
for ἐκπέμψῃσι we may safely read ἐκπέμπῃσι. 
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© 853] οὐκ dbeci ὅδ᾽ ἀνὴρ ᾿Οδυσήιον ἐς δόμον ἵκει" 
ἔμπης μοι δοκέει δαΐδων σέλας ἔμμεναι αὐτοῦ 
κὰκ κεφαλῆς, ἐπεὶ οὔ οἱ ἔνι τρίχες οὐδ᾽ ἡβαιαί. 

The flaw in this piece οὗ gibing flippancy is the word ἀθεεί. 
It is only found here. It has no close parallel among the other 
Homeric modal adverbs in -« or -t. The sense that has to be 
given to it, θεῶν ἀέκητι, hardly seems natural to the word, and is 
more than the passage requires, if a merely light and humorous 
tone is to be maintained. It is unmetrical, as the hiatus in this 
place finds no defenders. Lastly, there would have been no 
difficulty, if the sense had really been θεῶν ἀέκητι, in making use 
of that very expression, e. g. 

οὐκ ἀέκητι θεῶν ὅδ᾽ ἀνὴρ τόνδ᾽ és δόμον ἵκει 
or ἵκετ᾽ ἐς τόδε δῶμα would serve for the ending. 

On the other hand, I think it is quite a mistake to suppose 
that Eurymachus who is the speaker has any intention to com- 
pare the beggar-man toa god. He would never dream of doing so. 
He is only ridiculing his bald head. Suppose we read thus :— 

οὐκ ἀχρεῖ ὅδ᾽ ἀνὴρ ᾿Οδυσήιον ἐς δόμον ἵκει’ 
We have ἀχρεῖον ἰδών, i.e. ἀχρεῖα ἰδών (Β 269), and ἀχρεῖον δ᾽ 
ἐγέλασσε in this book (σ 163). The meaning I take to be this :— 

‘Not for nothing hath this man come to the house of Odysseus : 
really now the light of the torches seems to me to come from his 
own head (as from a reflector), for he has no hair upon it, never a 
bit.’ He has natural advantages that double the illumination. 

The lines τ 36-40 describe an entirely different phenomenon, 
the effect of the presence of a god, and may well have suggested 
the introduction of ἀθεεί here. 

σ 3171] εἰ δ᾽ αὖ καὶ βόες εἶεν ἐλαυνέμεν, of περ ἄριστοι, 
αἴθωνες, μεγάλοι, ἄμφω κεκορηότε ποίης, 
ἥλικες, ἰσοφόροι, τῶν τε σθένος οὐκ ἀλαπαδνόν, ---- 

Such is the received text, in which every word that qualifies 
βόες save one, xexopyore which is dual, is in the plural number. It is 
certain, however, that #Aues really represents ἥλικες Accordingly 
Bekker and Nauck would read with every probability of being right 

ἥλικε furopdpw 
We might go further and write, as Dr. Monro suggests, with G 
ὦ περ ἄριστω, 
αἴθωνε, μεγάλω, 
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and row also might be written for τῶν (373); but even so the 
plural would still remain unalterably fixed in βόες, It seems 
better to recognize that in the original there was, as other passages 
show, a free power of using the plural as well as the dual in 
reference to couples and pairs. Cf. M 367, μ 211, π 295. In 
δ 186 read perhaps ddaxpvrws. Here the separate individuality of 
the oxen, so to say, is only prominent in 373. I would read :-— 

εἰ δ᾽ αὖ καὶ βόες εἶεν ἐλαυνέμεν, of περ ἄριστοι, 

αἴθωνες, μεγάλοι, ποίης κεκορηότες ἄμφω, 

ἥλικε, ἰσοφόρω, τῶν τε σθένος οὐκ ἀλαπαδνόν, ---- 
σ 379] τῷ κέ p ἴδοις πρώτοισιν ἐνὶ προμάχοισι μιγέντα, 

οὐδ᾽ dy μοι τὴν γαστέρ᾽ ὀνειδίζων ἀγορεύοις. 

It is impossible, at any rate it is undesirable, to separate the 
consideration of τῷ κέ μ᾽ ἴδοις here from that of the very same 
words in l. 375 :— 

τῷ κέ p ἴδοις, εἰ ὦλκα διηνεκέα προταμοίμην. 
In this latter passage the metrically more satisfactory τῷ κε ἴδοις 
may be read without detriment to the sense. It seems hardly 
possible, however, to follow Knight and others in making the same 
easy correction in 1. 379. In 1. 375 ei... προταμοίμην allows the 
pronoun to disappear with impunity and even with advantage; 
but here μιγέντα with no pronoun would be decidedly wanting in 
clearness. The maintenance of the pronoun must therefore be 
regarded as an indispensable condition, and the question is, 
whether this condition will allow us to maintain also the con- 
sistent use of the digamma in this root /.5-, or whether we are 
forced by such an instance as this to adopt the in-and-out theory, 
the always-ready-when-wanted idea, of the digamma. Taking 
this then as a typical instance of the difficulty that sometimes 
attends the restoration of the (, 1 would suggest that the true 
reading here is :— 
τῷ κε Fidous ἐμὲ πρῶτον ἐνὶ προμάχοισι μιγέντα, ---- 
The pronoun is thus preserved with enhanced, but not undue, 
emphasis. But there is something more to be said, a further 
argument, by which I hope to justify and confirm this correction. 
If we consider the traditional πρώτοισιν ἐνὶ προμάχοισι, we cannot 
but notice that, notwithstanding the frequency with which 
πρόμαχοι (προμάχοισι, ἐνὶ προμάχοισι) occurs in Homer (T 31, A 354, 
E 134, @ 99, N 642, O 457), the combination πρῶτοι πρόμαχοι is 
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elsewhere entirely unknown. The reason is obvious, Thereis ne 
material difference between ἐνὶ προμάχους and ἐνὶ πρώτοις. The πρό- 
μαχοι are 80 called because they are πρῶτοι. If you say of a man 
that he is among the front-fighters, it is mere surplusage to add 
that the front-fighters are first. Where else could they be? You 
can only give him higher credit by saying that he is first among 
the front-fighters, and this is, as I conceive, exactly what was 
originally said here, just as elsewhere (A 458, P 590) Homer 
speaks of a hero as ἐσθλὸν ἐνὶ προμάχοισι, of which expression this 
πρῶτον ἐνὲ προμάχοισι is the superlative, being equivalent to 
ἄριστον ἐνὶ προμάχοισι. 

I will add that the vulgate cannot be defended on the 
ground that πρῶτοι πρόμαχοι means ‘the van of the πρόμαχοι ’. 
This would imply that the πρόμαχοι were an organized body of 
troops, a sort of special regiment or Agamemnonian Old Guard, 
whereas we know that any warrior promachized, as the fancy 
took him. And here in this point of organization we seem to 
have the chief difference, or an important difference, between the 
πρόμαχοι and the πρυλέες, cf. O 617 :— 

: Αἴας δ᾽ ἕλε Λαοδάμαντα 
ἡγεμόνα πρυλέων, ᾿Αντήνορος ἀγλαὸν υἱόν" 
We should look in vain for 8 ἡγεμὼν προμάχων. Of special 
interest also, in view of the passage under discussion, is :— 
© 90 7 τοι τὸν πρώτοισι pera πρυλέεσσι Sdpaccas —. 

In our second line the late use of the article τὴν γαστέρα is 
undoubtedly a modernization. Here we have a noun that is by no 
means rare. It occurs thirty times in all: three times in the nom. 
sing.: three times in the gen.: eight times in the dat.: fifteen 
times in the acc., and once in the nom. plur. In one instanoca, 
I may say, the acc. is an error, the dat. being the true form :—~ 

t 433 τοῦ κατὰ νῶτα λαβών, λασίην ὑπὸ γαστέρ᾽ ἐλυσθείς ---- 
Read λασίῃ ὑπὸ γαστρὶ ἐλυσθείς or even γαστέρ᾽, if preferred; but 
this participle, I have little doubt, was digammated in spite of 
appearances. InQ 510 ᾿Αχιλῆι is evidently the true reading: and 
in Ψ 393 it is equally evident that ἐλύσθη itself is wrong. The 
verb required there should be supplied, I would suggest, by the 
still rather mysterious but, as usage will avouch, quite appropriate 

But to return to γαστήρ, in no place save this solitary σ 380 
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do we find any article with this noun. Even the case of the 
article with νῆσος (Note on ε 55) has more to run on than one 
crazy wheel. Therefore.I propose the following as a probable 
restoration :— 
οὐδέ κέ μ᾽ οὕτω γαστέρ᾽ ὀνειδίζων ἀγορεύοις (μ᾽ = μοι) 

‘taunting me thus’, ‘in the way you did.’ Of course the corrupt 
tradition would be due to the desire not to recognize, if possible, 
the elision of μοι, and no suggestion for replacing τήν, by such 
8 word as τότε for instance, would be satisfactory, because there 
would then be no reason why the tradition should have failed. 

A further illustration of this process of change, resulting in 
the appearance of the later article, may be found a few lines 
further on :-— 

σ 385 αἶψά κέ τοι τὰ θύρετρα, καὶ εὐρέα περ μάλ᾽ ἐόντα, 
φεύγοντι στείνοιτο διὲκ προθύροιο θύραζε. 
This affords in αἶψά xe some justification for changing οὐδ᾽ dy in 
1. 380 to οὐδέ xe: for there can be no pretence that more emphasis 
is required in 1. 380 than in 1. 385 (Monro, H. G. ὃ 363, 2 (c)); 
in fact the reverse is manifestly more nearly the truth. But now 
to account for the article. If we write with a gap to indicate the 
loss of a syllable before which ro: would be elided τοι. . . ra, it is at 
once apparent that the insertion of av- would solve all difficulties. 
αἶψά κέ τ᾽ αὐτὰ θύρετρα, καὶ εὐρέα περ μάλ᾽ ἐόντα, --- 
‘the very doors, wide as they are, &c.’ 
σ 404] ἐσθλῆς ἔσσεται ἦδος, ἐπεὶ τὰ χερείονα νικᾷ. 
The line is from A 576. In both places Nauck’s suggestion 
ἔσσεται ἐσθλῆς ἦδος 
may be accepted without much hesitation. For the rest we may 
read with much advantage 


ἐπεί ῥα χερείονα νικᾷ. 
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τ 38} ἐἔγχεά τ᾽ ὀξυόεντα' 

This epithet is somewhat of a mystery. Neither of the two 
recognized explanations, (1) pointed, (2) beechen, is satisfactory. 
We have ἔγχεϊ ὀξυόεντι at the end of the line in E 50, H rr, 
Θ 514, N 584, O 536, 742, and v 306, seven times in all: once it 
occurs at the beginning of the verse, Π 309. ἔγχεα ὀξνόεντα ends 
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the line E 568. In all these instances there is hiatus between 
the words. 

The present passage, r 33, and one other, & 443, 

Σάτνιον ovrace δουρὶ perdApevos ὀξυόεντι, 
show no hiatus. But it is clear that this victim to the prowess 
of Ajax not only lost his life in the battle, but has been by a 
strange destiny robbed of his name also. He was born ‘ by the 
banks of the river Satnioeis’, so that, as we may see from 
Simoeisios (A 474), his name was Xarvweiows and is here 
improperly docked. We must restore :— 

Σατνιοείσιον οὗτα perdApevos ὀξέι δουρί. 

It now becomes doubtful whether the remaining ἔγχεά τὶ 
ὀξυόεντα is really to be accepted as genuine, especially seeing 
that the easy change to :— 

Sotpa re ὀξυόεντα 
would remove all difficulty in the way of an explanation of this 
notable epithet. It should, I think, be associated with the word 
φοξός (φοξίχειλος ᾿Αργείη κύλιξ Simonides) :— 
B 219 φοξὸς ἔην κεφαλήν —. 

Compare the curious Schnabelkanne, the jug with a long high 
spout found at Hissarlik. I suggest ῥοξυόεντα or φοξυόεντα as 
the true form. 

‘Cone-shaped’ seems to be the meaning, and would be 
an appropriate description of the metal point of a spear. 

τ 44} ἀλλὰ σὺ μὲν κατάλεξαι, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ὑπολείψομαι αὐτοῦ, 
ὄφρα κ᾽ ἔτι δμῳὰς καὶ μητέρα σὴν ἐρεθίζω" 
ἡ δέ μ᾽ ὀδυρομένη εἰρήσεται ἀμφὶς ἕκαστα. 

The arrangement is that Odysseus should stay in the hall 
while Telemachus retired to his chamber; but the statement of 
the motive for this arrangement is decidedly remarkable, ‘in 
order that I may further provoke the bondswomen and thy 
mother.’ That ἐρεθίζω has displaced some more suitable verb, 
probably one that became obsolete, is an assumption necessitated 
by the circumstances of the case. They make clear that what 
Odysseus wishes to do is to test by observation and inquiry the 
disposition and conduct of his wife and women-servants, exactly 
what Athene attributed to him in ν 335 :— 

σοὶ δ᾽ ov πω φίλον ἐστὶ δαήμεναι οὐδὲ πυθέσθαι, 
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πρίν γ᾽ ἔτι ons ἀλόχου πειρήσεαι, 7 τέ τοι αὕτως 
ἧσται ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν, ---- [ Leg. πρίν γε τεῆς] 

and as he himself says to Telemachus π 304 -:--- 

ἀλλ᾽ οἷοι σύ τ᾽ ἐγώ τε γυναικῶν γνώομεν ἰθύν. 
Cf. π 313 and particularly 316 f. -:---- 

GAN’ ἢ τοί σε γυναῖκας ἐγὼ δεδάασθαι ἄνωγα, 

αἷ τέ σ᾽ ἀτιμάζουσι καὶ at νηλίτιδές εἰσιν" 
The word required here then is a synonym οὗ πειρήσομαι, γνώω 
and Sacw. Metrically πειράζω could stand, but the spondaic 
ending is no recommendation and the corruption of πειράζω to 
ἐρεθίζω is unlikely. ᾿Αλεγίζω might have served except for the 
fatal fact that it always takes agenitive. In this difficulty I fall 
back upon the word suggested in the Note on σ 160, as I venture 
to think with some probability, érdZw, ‘to test,’ ‘examine.’ We 
might read :— 

ὄφρα κέ τι δμῳὰς καὶ μητέρα σὴν ἔτ᾽ ἐτάζω" 
It should be observed that κέ τι ποῦ κ᾿ ἔτι is supported by the 
bulk of the MSS. ἔτι is not otiose, as it is in ν 336, where also 
a large number of the MSS. fail to support it, and may be post- 
poned without detriment to the sense, ‘ that I may to some extent 
put to further proof &c.’ 

The remaining line seems rather like an interpolation. 
Whether we render ‘ for she in her sorrow will ask me everything 
separately ’, or ‘about everything’, it is beside the mark. It can 
only be said that it conveys by a far-fetched implication that 
Odysseus in his turn would have an opportunity of extracting 
information. But it is obvious that épée not εἰρήσεται, ‘ will tell’ 
not ‘ will ask’, is what the poet would have said, if he had thought 
it necessary to add the line at all. If 1. 45 end with ἐτάζω or 
any equivalent verb, nothing further need be said; but after 
ἐρεθίζω something is clearly required to counteract the unhappy 
suggestion of that unacceptable word. 

Κατάλεξαι (1. 44) is the aor. imper. mid. according to the 
later grammar, but Homer has only λέξεο and λέξο. Hence here 
the true reading is probably καταλέξε. Cf. o 218 (Note). 

τ 1 αἱ δ᾽ ἀπὸ μὲν σῖτον πολὺν ἤρεον ἠδὲ τραπέζας---. 

If, as seems probable, αἱρέω had an initial F (v. Note on A 43), 

qpcov, i.e. Faipeov, cannot be right in this position. Placed before 
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πολύν it would scan with synizesis of the last two syllables; 

otherwise some other verb has been superseded here. It would 

hardly be legitimate to replace πολύν by τάχα: but the possibility 

at least of one or other of these solutions can hardly be denied. 

τ 681} πῦρ δ᾽ ἀπὸ λαμπτήρων χαμάδις βάλον, ἄλλα δ᾽ ἐπ᾿ αὐτῶν 
γήησαν ξύλα πολλά, φόως ἔμεν ἠδὲ θέρεσθαι. 

This passage and O 741 (v. Note on x 23) are the only places 
in which φάος may not at once be restored for the debased φόως. 
No account need be taken of Hymn. Herm. 12. Here it would be 
easy to read :— 

ἄλλα δ᾽ ἐπί σφεων 
γήησαν ξύλα πολλά, φάος τ᾽ ἔμεν ἠδὲ θέρεσθαι. 
τ 81] τῶ νῦν μή ποτε καὶ σύ, γύναι, ἀπὸ πᾶσαν ὀλέσσῃς 
ἀγλαΐην ---- 

This appears to be the only instance in which γύναι, the 
vocative, is used in Homer except as a respectful and ceremonious 
address. That it is not ironical is certain, for to use one ironical 
term and one only in a long speech otherwise grave and serious 
would be utterly impossible. The hiatus is a further indication, it 
might even be said a sufficient indication in itself, that some- 
thing is wrong. I suggest ;— 

τῶ νῦν μή ποτε Kai σὺ τεὴν ἀπὸ πᾶσαν ὀλέσσῃς 
ἀγλαΐην ---- 
τ 05} ἀμφὶ πόσει εἴρεσθαι, ἐπεὶ πυκινῶς ἀκάχημαι. 

The infin. depends on ἔμελλον and should of course be in the 
future tense (v. Prof. Platt, Journ. Phil. xli. on μέλλω). Dr. Leaf 
(Note on Ψ 773) has suggested ἐρέεσθαι, but the only future for 
which there is epic authority is εἰρήσεσθαι. Moreover, the second 
foot is still unsatisfactory because of the hiatus. Even the 
questionable form πόσϊ, which is probably not Homeric at all, is 
open to this metrical objection. Perhaps :— 

ἀμφ᾽ ἀνέρ᾽ εἰρήσεσθαι, ἐπεὶ πυκινῶς ἀκάχημαι. 
The objection to elide the ε οὗ dyéo in later times would seem well 
surmounted by introducing πόσει with the warrant of p 558 :— 
μεταλλῆσαί τί é θυμὸς 
ἀμφὶ πόσει κέλεται, καὶ κήδεά περ πεκαθνίῃ. 
I am indeed inclined to think that this last line is itself a loose 
and undesirable expansion, apart from its bad grammar, intended, 
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as usual, to supply an unnecessary verb to θυμός. Everything 
needful is said by :— 
μεταλλῆσαί τί é θυμός. 

The rest is leather and prunella: but it may be noted that the 
grammar of πεπαθυίῃ carries the implication that θυμός has no 
verb other than ἐστί M 300 has of course supplied κέλεται. If 
this be so, the author of p 556, some rhapsodist probably, may 
fairly be credited with the πόσει of τ 95 also. 

To return to our passage, it may be remarked that πάντα in 
1. 93 is not to be taken with @& as = ‘quite’; it is virtually 
according to a common idiom the object after εἴρεσθαι or εἰρήσεσθαι. 
She wished to hear all he could tell about Odysseus. 

τ 21] μή τίς μοι δμῳῶν νεμεσήσεται, ἠὲ σύ γ᾽ αὐτή, 
φῇ δὲ δακρυπλώειν βεβαρηότα με φρένας οἴνῳ. 

The condition of the latter of these lines is such as to call for, 
and certainly to excuse, an attempt to remedy its grave and 
patent defects. If it can be made fairly probable, or even fairly 
possible, that these defects have arisen partly from involuntary 
errors in transmission, partly from injudicious patching on the 
part of the later Greeks, this would constitute an effective reply to 
the opinion advanced by Knight, Fick, and others, that the line 
should be athetized and removed as a spurious assertion. 

The objections to the line, as it stands, must first be shortly 
set forth. Metrically the quantity here given to the first syllable 
of ddxpurAwew is out of accord with Homeric usage, with one 
exception as might be expected, viz. :— 

σ 173 μηδ᾽ οὕτω δακρύοισι πεφυρμένη ἀμφὶ πρόσωπα —, 
where I have no doubt Knight and Spitzner are right in reading 
δάκρυσσι, especially as δάκρυσι is found in a large number of MSS. 
(PHJLW) and Saxpto.in U. The other metrical fault in the fifth 
foot of r 122 would be easily remedied, if all else were satisfactory, 
by reading φρένα (Bentley). 

In point of language δακρυπλώειν is a word elsewhere 
unknown and is sufficiently surprising. Floating or swimming 
in tears is, I believe, a feat altogether confined to the Second 
Chapter of Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland. Our familiar 
expression ‘his eyes were swimming in tears’ is obviously quite 
a different matter, and cannot render any help towards the 
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elucidation of δακρυπλώειν here. Last and worst fault of all, 
there is an altogether inexcusable violation of correct epic order in 
the position of the enclitic pronoun pe (v. Note on a 37). It is 
quite unavailing to fly for support to the equally guilty parallel :-— 

Ω 53 μὴ ἀγαθῷ περ ἐόντι νεμεσσηθέωμέν οἱ ἡμεῖς. 
The truc reading there is, or ought to be, generally recognized 
to have been successfully restored by van Leeuwen and da Costa, 
who have anticipated me in this instance, as in many others :— 

μή Γ᾽ ἀγαθῷ wep ἐόντι νεμεσσηθήομεν ἡμεῖς. 

There is a similar valuable warning to be found in most texts 
in μ 278 :— 

αὐτίκα δ᾽ Ἐὐρύλοχος στυγερῷ μ᾽ ἠμείβετο μύθῳ" 
Several MSS, rightly omit μ᾽, Mr. Platt has judiciously ex- 
pelled it from the Cambridge Homer. There remains one 
rather noticeable line, on which a remark here will not be out 
of place :— 

ι 523 at yap δὴ ψυχῆς τε καὶ αἰῶνός σε δυναίμην. 
The two nouns are here allowed to precede the enclitic, because 
they form a single idea, a true hendiadys, and the licence is 
not really greater than that involved in giving emphasis to 
single words and phrases (v. Note on a 37). Obviously δακρυ- 
πλώειν and βεβαρηότα are not welded together in this way, and 
therefore r 122 cannot so be defended. 

Such being the objections that may be taken to the line, as 
it stands, we may proceed to see if any help can be derived 
from traditional sources. Aristotle, Problem. xxx. 1 p. 953, 12 
(according to Ludwich) quotes the line not flawlessly thus :— 

καί μέ φησι δάκρυ πλώειν βεβαρημένον οἴνῳ. 

The first noteworthy point here is the ending βεβαρημένον 
οἴνῳ, which gives a fair indication that φρένας is insititious and 
along with its complement pe should be dislodged from the 
position altogether. See also Albert Fulda’s Untersuchungen 
iiber die Spr. der Hom. Ged. p. 130 ff. for objection taken to 
φρένας here. It seems to me that βεβαρημένον merely repre- 
sents a natural, but of course futile, attempt to provide a better 
dactyl for the fifth foot than βεβαρηότα οἴνῳ apparently affords. 
Practically therefore Aristotle’s testimony, as I take it, is in 
favour of βεβαρηότα οἴνῳ as the ending of the verse. 

Then in δάκρυ πλώειν, which by the way appears also in 
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several MSS. (F LU2Z), there is more than a hint, that two words 
are really concealed under the disguise of this irrational daxpv- 
πλώειν. If this be so, I would suggest that πλώειν has been 
developed from πολλῷ, which would be a very suitable epithet: 
for οἴνῳ in this connexion :— 
πολλῷ βεβαρηότα οἴνῳ. 
Now if we restore με to its legitimate place, the verse is already 
nearly complete :— 
φῇ δέ με δάκρυ ------ πολλῷ βεβαρηότα οἴνῳ. 
The only syllable unaccounted for is ewv,and this may be preserved 
if we insert xéew to make up the line :— 
φῇ δέ με δάκρυ χέειν πολλῷ βεβαρηότα οἴνῳ. 
The only quite uncertain element here is χέειν, for clearly 
δακρυέμεν will satisfy the metre equally well, and would perhaps 
afford an easier progress towards the corrupt vulgate by the 
intermediate stage of δακρύειν. 
τ 146] μή τίς μοι κατὰ δῆμον ᾿Αχαιιάδων νεμεσήσῃ 
This line is found in two other places, 8 101, 136, and the 
peculiar form ᾿Αχαιιάδων presents itself again on four occasions :— 
E 422 ἦ μάλα δή τινα Κύπρις ᾿Αχαιιάδων ἀνιεῖσα ---. 
424 τῶν τινὰ καρρέζουσα ᾿Αχαιιάδων ἐυπέπλων -«----. 
y 260 οὐδέ κέ Tis μιν 
κλαῦσεν ᾿Αχαιιάδων: μάλα γὰρ μέγα μήσατο ἔργον. 
φ 160 ἄλλην δή τιν᾽ ἔπειτα ᾿Αχαιιάδων ἐυπέπλων —. 
[Leg. ἔπειθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ᾿᾽Α.] 
Of these E 424 is an interpolation, commentum ineptissimum 
e margine inductum, as Knight puts it not too strongly. This. 
leaves the repeated line and three others to support ᾿Αχαιιάδων. 
There is no nom. ᾿Αχαμάς save perhaps in a Lex. nor any other 
oblique case of such a noun except this one. Elsewhere when 
Homer wishes to mention the ladies of Achaea he calls them 
"Ayxaides :-— 
I 395 πολλαὶ ᾿Αχαιίδες εἰσὶν av’ Ἑλλάδα τε Φθίην τε, 
φ 251 εἰσὶ καὶ ἄλλαι πολλαὶ ᾿Αχαιΐίδε, Cf. B 235, Η 96. 
or ᾿Αχαιαί ---- 
B 119 τάων at πάρος ἦσαν ἐνπλοκαμῖδες ᾿Αχαιαί, 
τ 542 ἀμφὶ δ᾽ ey’ ἠγερέθοντο ἐυπλοκαμῖδες ᾿Αχαιαί ----. 
Unless under pressure of absolute necessity it seems altogether. 
impossible that any poet already possessed of two available forms 
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should invent a third of this peculiar type for his versification. 
In fact it is questionable whether any metrical necessity could 
excuse such a proceeding. But here there is no justification of 
the kind, and I am convinced that the poet himself was not 
responsible for this remarkable form. He could say or write, 
and in all probability did say or write, not ‘Ayauddwy but 
᾿Αχαιάων :— 
py τίς μοι κατὰ δῆμον ᾿Αχαιάων νεμεσήσῃ 

and so in the other lines that have been quoted, E 422, y 261, 
¢ 160. ᾿Αχαιιάδων then is, I submit, a vox nihili, a later evasion 
of the obsolete uncontracted form, and the fact that τῶν in E 424 
shows the like evasion confirms the condemnation of that line. 

The class of nouns. in -ds, -ddos apparently received some 
extension in post-epic times, as we may see from the western 
islands called by the later Greeks "Exwades, Ἐχινάδων, but Homer. 
says :— | 

B 625 of δ᾽ ἐκ Δουλιχίοιο "Exywawy θ᾽ ἱεράων 
a line, which would be materially improved by the restoration of 
τε after Δουλιχίοιο. 
+166] οὐκέτ᾽ ἀπολλήξεις τὸν ἐμὸν γόνον ἐξερέουσα ; 

Without paying the slightest attention to the late article we 
may say at once that for Odysseus to address Penelope in this 
form would have been to cast off the beggar and assume the 
husband in plenary authority. We may be quite sure that 
originally the address was more deferential :— 

od κεν ἀπολλήξειας ἐμὸν γόνον ἐξερέουσα ; 

The form of expression is distinctly epic. Instances are :— 

Τ' §2 οὐκ ἂν δὴ μείνειας ἀρηΐφιλον Μενέλαον ; 

E 456 οὐκ ἂν δὴ τόνδ᾽ ἄνδρα μάχης ἐρύσαιο μετελθών ---; 

{ 57 πάππα φίλ᾽, οὐκ ἂν δή μοι ἐφοπλίσσειας ἀπήνην ---; 

ἢ 22 ὦ τέκος, οὐκ dy μοι δόμον ἀνέρος ἡγήσαιο --- ; 

xX 132 ὦ φίλοι, οὐκ ἂν δή τις ἀν᾽ ὀρσοθύρην dvaBain — ; 
By reading ov κ᾿ ἔτ᾽ we might retain ἔτι, but the clause is better 
without even this slight sign of impatience, and the maintenance 
of the assumed character all the more complete. 

For ἐξερέουσα = ἐξερεομένη Vv. Note on { 82-3. 

7167] ἀλλ᾽ ἔκ τοι ἐρέω" ἢ μέν μ᾽ ἀχέεσσί γε δώσεις 
πλείοσιν ἣ ἔχομαι' ἡ γὰρ δίκη, ὁππότε πάτρης ---- 
336. 


ΒΟΟΚ ΧΙΧ + 167-218 


Instead of ἢ ἔχομαι I would suggest the idiomatic :— 
He περ ὧδ᾽ 
which, as I have shown in the Note on π 181, is an epic expression 
peculiarly liable to be sacrificed in favour of a more up-to-date 
formula. 
tT 185] See Note ona 212. 
T1923] τῷ δ᾽ ἤδη δεκάτη ἣ ἐνδεκάτη πέλεν ἠὼς —. 

It would be certainly more metrical and at the same time 

more idiomatic to read :— 
τῷ δ᾽ ἤδη δεκάτη τε καὶ ἑνδεκάτη πέλεν ἠώς 
Compare N 260 Sovpara ... καὶ ἕν καὶ εἴκοσι δήεις 
Ὕ 115 οὐδ᾽ εἰ πεντάετές γε καὶ ἑξάετες παραμίμνων ---. 

where re would probably be right for γε :--- 

B 346 τούσδε δ᾽ ἔα φθινύθειν, ἕνα καὶ δύο, τοί κεν ᾿Αχαιῶν ---. 
also I 379, X 349. 
τ 215} viv μὲν δή σευ, ξεῖνέ γ᾽, ὀΐω πειρήσεσθαι, 

This is the vulgate. Ludwich (1891) accidentally or other- 
wise prints the equally impossible ξεῖνέ, γ᾽ ὀίω, for of course ξεῖνέ 
γ᾽ is an unheard of and impossible form of address. Monro (1901) 
reads :— 

γῦν δὴ σεῖο, ξεῖνε, ὀΐω πειρήσεσθαι, 
rightly omitting γ᾽, but refraining from restoring the archaic 
nom., as his reference to H. G. § 164 shows he was inclined 
to do. 

Two MSS.(FZ) and the editio princeps leave out μέν. Certainly 

viv δὴ σεῖο, ξεῖνος, ὀίω πειρήσεσθαι 
is acceptable enough, cf. φίλε and φίλος, 6 413, Φ 106, 
A 189, &c. 
τ 218} εἰπέ μοι ὅπποῖ᾽ ἄσσα περὶ χροὶ εἵματα ἕστο, 

Here we have the solitary instance οὗ ἄσσα. On the other 
hand ἅσσα is fairly established in the received text. For the 
instances see Note on v 309, where some evidence is adduced that 
tends to show that drra is the true Homeric form. So here we 
might read :— 

εἶπέ μ᾽ ὁποῖα καὶ ἅσσα περὶ χροὶ εἵματα ἕστο, 
just as we have in π 236 :— 
ὄφρ᾽ εἰδέω ὅσσοι τε καὶ of τινες ἀνέρες εἰσί" 
where the opening words may represent an original :— 
ὄφρα δαείω ὅσοι τε, 
agak Ζ 387 
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or more probably ὄφρ᾽ ἐὺ εἴδω, v. Note on x 234. Undoubtedly 
εἴδω is non-thematic: εἰδέω is clearly post-epic. 
τ 321] ὦ γύναι, ἀργαλέον τόσσον χρόνον ἀμφὶς ἐόντα 

εἰπέμεν" 

Read ἐόντι, for which it may suffice to refer to the Notes 
on ¢ 60 (ad fin.), π 88. ‘It is difficult for me parted from him so 
long to say.’ 

τ 228} ἐν προτέροισι πόδεσσι κύων ἔχε ποικίλον ἑλλόν, 
ἀσπαίροντα λάων᾽ τὸ δὲ θαυμάζεσκον ἅπαντες, 
ὡς οἱ χρύσεοι ἐόντες ὁ μὲν Ade νεβρὸν ἀπάγχων, 
αὐτὰρ ὁ ἐκφυγέειν μεμαὼς ἥσπαιρε πόδεσσι. 
τὸν δὲ χιτῶν᾽ ἐνόησα περὶ χροὶ σιγαλόεντα, 
οἷόν τε κρομύοιο λοπὸν κάτα ἰσχαλέοιο. 

In the first four lines we have the famous description, much 
discussed, of the ornamental design on the clasp of the hero’s 
mantle; then his tunic is praised by means of a homely but 
striking comparison. ΑἹ] the lines are noteworthy and deserve 
for various reasons more than cursory consideration. As there 
are some half a dozen changes which seem called for to restore 
the impaired integrity of the passage, and since the impression 
of the whole as emended ought to be favourable rather than 
otherwise to the discussion of the particulars, I will anticipate 
the result by setting down in black and white before the reader 
the whole paragraph with the several emendations I have to 
propose. I will then proceed to offer such justification for each 
change as may be attainable or sufficient. 

ἐν προτέροισι πόδεσσι κύων ἔχε ποικίλον ἑλλόν, 
ἀσπαίρονθ᾽' ὑλάων᾽ τὸ δὲ θαυμάζεσκον ἅπαντες, 
ὡς τὼ χρυσοῦ ἐόνθ᾽ ὃ μὲν ὕλαε νεβρὸν ἀπάγχων, 
αὐτὰρ ὅ γ᾽ ἐκφυγέειν μεμαὼς ἥσπαιρε πόδεσσι. 
τοῦ δὲ χιτῶν᾽ ἐνόησα περὶ χροὶ σιγαλόεντα, 

οἷόν τε κρομύοιο λοπὸν κάρτ᾽ ἰσχαλέοιό. 

Now with regard to λάων in |. 229, the ancient interpretations, 

bad as they are, have not been bettered, and are not likely to 
be ‘bettered, by modern scholars. They may be found concisely 
stated in Schol. MV ὁ μὲν ᾿Αρίσταρχος ἀπολαύων, 6 δὲ Κράτης ἀντὶ 
τοῦ βλέπων, οἱ δέ φασιν ἀφῃρῆσθαι τὸ ν, ἵνα ἦ ὑλάων. According 
to Aristarchus then the hound is enjoying itself, according to 
Crates it is gazing or glaring, if you will, either with uplifted 
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head or at its victim, according to the unnamed expositors it is 
barking. Latterly λάων has been considered cognate with, and 
practically equivalent to, (1) λιλαιόμενος (Fick) or even (2) λαβών 
(Passow, Ameis-Hentze) with of course the meaning of a present 
‘fassend ’, cf. » 254 ἀσπαίροντα δ᾽ ἔπειτα λαβών. 

We are not without a little archaeological evidence of some 
interest ; for there is an unmistakable pictorial representation 
of this brooch on the reverse of a coin of Iakos, a town near 
Mt. Eryx in Sicily, the date being about 4308B.c. By the personal 
kindness of the late Samuel Butler, Esq.—continued by his 
representatives—in whose Translation of the Odyssey, p. 253, 
this woodcut appears, I am enabled to present his enlargement of 
the coin in question, now in the British Museum. 


Out of regard to Mr. Butler I feel bound to say, in accordance 
with his wish, that he himself fully adopted and endorsed the 
opinion of his friend Prof. Cav. B. Ingroia of Calatafimi, who 
suggested that the dog and hind of Ulysses’ brooch were the 
emblem, crest or stemma of some actual city which the writer of 
the Odyssey had in view and intended to honour. As I am now 
considering the exact meaning of the words in this passage, and 
no more, I shall content myself with the humbler and perhaps 
safer hypothesis that Aristarchus in his unsatisfactory interpreta- 
tion practically accepted, and may very possibly have seen, this 
interesting little picture, which, notwithstanding its interest, is 
not in my opinion a very successful attempt to realize the Homeric 
conception. The dog long, gaunt, and obviously heavy, lies with 
its whole body, hind-legs as well as fore-legs, couched on thie 
back of a rather diminutive fawn, and with its reverted muzzle 
sunk in the throat of its victim is apparently draining its life- 
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blood. In all probability this is what Aristarchus must have 
meant by his gloss ἀπολαύων : possibly indeed he may have been 
familiar with the artist’s work, which would be an antique even 
in his day (210 B.c.), if the date assigned by Mr. Butler to the 
coin may be trusted. Mr. Butler is my warrant for saying that 
a somewhat kindred subject is very frequent on the coins of Ervs, 
Drepanum, and Segesta, though there is nothing which suggests 
Ulysses’ brooch as this coin of Iakos does. However, whatever 
is meant by ἀπολαύων, the artist’s conception of the scene 
cannot fairly, I say it with all due respect to archaeology and 
to Aristarchus, be reconciled with the poet’s description. The 
hound could hardly be described as merely holding the fawn in 
its fore-paws (ἐν προτέροισι πόδεσσι), if its whole bulk was 
huddled on the fawn’s body and its hind-legs firmly planted 
there as here shown. In the next place it seems scarcely 
possible to suppose that the hound had fastened on the fawn 
with its teeth, when the detention is expressly stated to have 
been by the fore-paws. The fawn is certainly not being pulled 
down like the stag in Landseer’s well-known picture. I am not 
forgetting one expression in these lines, which gives colour— 
alone gives colour and gives colour only—to such a repre- 
sentation, viz. νεβρὸν dwayyer: but I submit that such an in- 
terpretation, though natural, is inconsistent with the rest of the 
description, and secondly that the expression need not imply 
more than that the weight of the dog’s fore-paws pressed heavily 
on the prostrate fawn was smothering or stifling the little 
creature. That drayye can be used without implying actual 
seizure by the throat cannot of course be shown from Homer, 
as the word occurs only bere, and ἄγχω also makes but one 
appearance, [371 ἄγχε pur ἱμᾶς. If we may turn elsewhere 
fur such illustration as may show the possibility of this less 
strict use af druy ye, we hare Arist. Wasps 686 :— 
καὶ πρὸς tovrocs ἐκιταττύμενος dures, ὃ μάλιστά μ᾽ ἀκάγχει, 
also Clouds οὐδ dere μ᾽ ἀκαάγχγεσδ᾽, where it means ‘to render, 
and to be rendered, speechiess with indignation’. For the 
above reasons it stems necessary to reject Aristarchus’s ézo- 
Aever aS a podle interpretatiun of eer, even supposing, as 
we τόδ ὦν may, that bis hea af the scene is conveyed by 
the picture am the cum, As a matter of fact mo single com- 
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‘“ mentator in modern times, so far as I am aware, has given his 


adherence to Aristarchus’s translation. 

According to Crates the dog is merely looking up or down. 
The direction of its gaze is, of course, indeterminate from λάων 
and Ade, but if ἀπάγχων be taken to refer to throttling by the 
teeth, as is usually though I think erroneously supposed to be 
necessary, then the eyes of the dog, if normally constructed, could 
hardly be turned from the fawn. The weakness of this is patent, 
and in the issue, whatever may be the direction of the dog’s gaze, 
we have a participle and a verb, on which from their repetition 
some stress is evidently laid, conveying nothing at all beyond 
the otiose information that the dog had not shut its eyes, as 
if any one would have imagined in the absence of the two 
words such a Pecksniffian performance on the dog’s part likely 
or possible. 

Of one thing we may be assured, that whatever idea 
Adwy conveys in 1. 229 must also be contained in Ade in 1. 230, 
so that we cannot possibly allow the licence assumed for the 
nonce by Messrs. Butcher and Lang, who first render ἀσπαίροντα 
Adwy, ‘and gripped it as it writhed,’ and then translate ὁ μὲν 
Ade, ‘the hound was watching the fawn.’ A looseness of this 
kind is a rarity in the work of these scholars, but the excuse 
made by Horace for Homer himself may perhaps be extended 
without offence to his translators also, 

verum operi longo fas est &c. 

There remains the last of the traditional versions, which 
seems also to have been the popular one, as it is not attributed 
to the genius of any critic, οἱ δέ φασιν ἀφῃρῆσθαι τὸ v, ἵνα 7 
tAdwv. This view of the meaning is after all the only one that 
can be considered acceptable, though the idea that ὑλάων could 
dispense with v is so flagrantly impossible that the rendering 
has been discredited at the outset and has never received fair 
consideration. With the restoration of ὑλάων and tAae, which 
are absolutely necessary to convey the meaning, the dog is 
represented as barking, while it holds down the fawn with its 
fore-paws. Under the circumstances it could hardly be repre- 
sented as doing anything else, for its freedom of action is 
considerably restricted by the fact that it is fully engaged in 
holding down the fawn with its fore-paws. While doing so, it 
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blood. In all probability this is what Aristarchus must have 
meant by his gloss ἀπολαύων : possibly indeed he may have been 
familiar with the artist’s work, which would be an antique even 
in his day (210 B.Cc.), if the date assigned by Mr. Butler to the 
coin may be trusted. Mr. Butler is my warrant for saying that 
a somewhat kindred subject is very frequent on the coins of Eryx, 
Drepanum, and Segesta, though there is nothing which suggests 
Ulysses’ brooch as this coin of Iakos does. However, whatever 
is meant by ἀπολαύων, the artist’s conception of the scene 
cannot fairly, I say it with all due respect to archaeology and 
to Aristarchus, be reconciled with the poet’s description. The 
hound could hardly be described as merely holding the fawn in 
its fore-paws (ἐν προτέροισι πόδεσσι), if its whole bulk was 
huddled on the fawn’s body and its hind-legs firmly planted 
there as here shown. In the next place it seems scarcely 
possible to suppose that the hound had fastened on the fawn 
with its teeth, when the detention is expressly stated to have 
been by the fore-paws. The fawn is certainly not being pulled 
down like the stag in Landseer’s well-known picture. I am not 
forgetting one expression in these lines, which gives colour— 
alone gives colour and gives colour only—to such a repre- 
sentation, viz. νεβρὸν ἀπάγχων : but I submit that such an in- 
terpretation, though natural, is inconsistent with the rest of the 
description, and secondly that the expression need not imply 
more than that the weight of the dog’s fore-paws pressed heavily 
on the prostrate fawn was smothering or stifling the little 
creature. That ἀπάγχω can be used without implying actual 
seizure by the throat cannot of course be shown from Homer, 
as the word occurs only here, and dyyw also makes but one 
appearance, I. 371 ἄγχε μιν ἱμάς. If we may turn elsewhere 
for such illustration as may show the possibility of this less 
strict use of ἀπάγχω, we have Arist. Wasps 686 :— 
καὶ πρὸς τούτοις ἐπιταττόμενος φοιτᾷς, ὃ μάλιστά μ᾽ ἀπάγχει, 
also Clouds 988 ὥστε μ᾽ ἀπάγχεσθ᾽, where it means ‘to render, 
and to be rendered, speechless with indignation’, For the 
above reasons it seems necessary to reject Aristarchus’s dzo- 
Aavwy as a possible interpretation of Adwy, even supposing, as 
we reasonably may, that his idea of the scene is conveyed by 
the picture on the coin. As a matter of fact no single com- 
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mentator in modern times, so far as I am aware, has given his 
adherence to Aristarchus’s translation. 

According to Crates the dog is merely looking up or down. 
The direction of its gaze is, of course, indeterminate from λάων 
and Ade, but if ἀπάγχων be taken to refer to throttling by the 
teeth, as is usually though I think erroneously supposed to bo 
necessary, then the eyes of the dog, if normally constructed, could 
hardly be turned from the fawn. The weakness of this is patent, 
and in the issue, whatever may be the direction of the dog’s gaze, 
we have a participle and a verb, on which from their repetition 
some stress is evidently laid, conveying nothing at all beyond 
the otiose information that the dog had not shut its eyes, as 
if any one would have imagined in the absence of the two 
words such a Pecksniffian performance on the dog’s part likely 
or possible. 

Of one thing we may be assured, that whatever idea 
Adwy conveys in 1, 229 must also be contained in Ade in 1. 230, 
so that we cannot possibly allow the licence assumed for the 
nonce by Messrs. Butcher and Lang, who first render ἀσπαίροντα 
Adwy, ‘and gripped it as it writhed,’ and then translate ὃ μὲν 
Ade, ‘the hound was watching the fawn.’ A looseness of this 
kind is a rarity in the work of these scholars, but the excuse 
made by Horace for Homer himself may perhaps be extended 
without offence to his translators also, 

verum operi longo fas est &c. 

There remains the last of the traditional versions, which 
seems also to have been the popular one, as it is not attributed 
to the genius of any critic, οἱ δέ φασιν ἀφῃρῆσθαι τὸ νυ, ἵνα 7 
trAdwy. This view of the meaning is after all the only one that 
can be considered acceptable, though the idea that tAdwy could 
dispense with v is so flagrantly impossible that the rendering 
las been discredited at the outset and has never received fair 
consideration. With the restoration of tAawy and tAae, which 
are absolutely necessary to convey the meaning, the dog is 
represented as barking, while it holds down the fawn with its 
fore-paws. Under the circumstances it could hardly be repre- 
sented as doing anything else, for its freedom of action is 
considerably restricted by the fact that it is fully engaged in 
holding down the fawn with its fore-paws. While doing so, it 

841 


τ 228 ODYSSEY 


lifts up its head and barks its triumph. This loud barking is, 
and always has been, the dog’s note of victory, its τήνελλα 
καλλίνικος. Any one who chooses to make the experiment 
with a dog and a bone may realize this fact for himself, but 
should first for prudential reasons tie a long and stout piece of 
string to the bone, before he shows it to the dog and commences 
torun. If he does not succeed in getting any amount of barks 
and growls, which is the phenomenon indicated by ὕλαάων, ὕλαε, 
there must be something the matter with his dog. 

There is no difficulty whatever in the representation in 
metal of a barking dog. On the shield of Achilles Homer 
makes the dogs bark, Σ 586 :— 

ἱστάμενοι δὲ μάλ᾽ ἐγγὺς ὑλάκτεον ---, 

the cows low μυκηθμῷ (575), the bull bellow μεμυκώς (580). So 
Virgil, Aen. viii. 655, describing the shield of Aeneas, follows suit 
with a goose :— 

atque hic auratis volitans argenteus anser 

porticibus Gallos in limine adesse canebat ; 
and afterwards we meet (698) latrator Anubis, though it is of 
course not absolutely essential that ‘ latrator ’ should be equivalent 
to latrans. 

The erroneous and unintelligible vulgate has arisen, as I 
have already explained in a similar case (Note on o 192), from the 
mishandling of the ἐκ πλήρους writing ACTTAIPONTAYAAON. 
The Y has been removed instead of the A. Then the blunder 
made with tAdwy has necessarily been extended and made 
almost irretrievable by the deliberate suppression of ὕλαε 
in favour of Ade in the next line. The tradition has how- 
ever not been unfaithful in preserving the true sense, ἵνα 7 
ὑλάων, even under the very difficult conditions so brought about, 
and by its aid the original reading may now at length be 
recovered and restored. 

In 1. 230 the usual reading ὡς of χρύσεοι ἐόντες, faulty as it 
is from a metrical point of view, is not, it may be noticed, that 
which the tradition really gives. The MSS. with one accord 
offer a properly modernized reading, which at any rate does 
happen to scan, ὡς of χρύσεοι ὄντες. Following Heyne’s sugges- 
tion editors have replaced ὄντες by the only correct epic form 
ἐόντες (η 94 ἀθανάτους ὄντας Kai ἀγήρως ἤματα πάντα is a gross 
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and patent interpolation), though by so doing they have un- 
wittingly ruined the scansion: for the contracted -eo. cannot 
be shortened before a vowel in spite of χρυσέῳ ἀνὰ σκήπτρῳ 
(A 15), which seems to have been originally χρυσέῳ ἂν σκήπτρῳ 
(Lehrs). In our passage I find that van Jeeuwen and da Costa 
consider ὡς χρυσείω ἐόντε the true reading, but inasmuch as 
the pronoun is archaic here, and therefore could not have been 
introduced for the same reason that has gained for ὄντες a 
unanimous welcome according to the testimony of our MSS., it 
is better to retain the pronoun, not indeed in the plural form, 
but in the dual. The confusion of the two may be paralleled 
by N 358 where rw is restored for τοί by Dr. Leaf. 

In 1. 231 the substitution of ὅ γ᾽ for 6 may seem to some 
a needless change; but the accepted canon that a short vowel 
that cannot be elided, e.g. v, may therefore stand before a vowel 
without the hiatus being in any way objectionable, seems to 
me essentially an error. However, this question cannot now be 
discussed. It is sufficient to have mentioned the point. I pass 
to the τόν at the beginning of |. 232 τὸν δὲ χιτῶν᾽ ἐνόησα. 
This surely is quite indefensible, Obviously τοῦ, referring to 
Odysseus, is what is here required. Compare by all means the 
τόν for τοῦ standing in the forefront of « 208 (v. Note ad loc.). 
It is bad enough there, where it may at least be translated with 
some meaning ‘that wine’: but here ‘that tunic’ is just as 
impossible as the utterly inane ‘it, the tunic’ would be. 

One important, and I think necessary, change has been made 
in the last line, κάρτα replacing κατά (κάτα). The difference is 
but slight, amounting to no more than one letter added: but 
κατὰ λοπόν, though it recalls and reproduces one of the most 
familiar forms of expression κατ᾽ ἄνθρωπον, κατ᾽ ἄνδρα, &c., is not 
here a very suitable or likely phrase. Even supposing that κατὰ 
λοπόν means ‘like the skin’ it would then be synonymous with 
οἷον λοπόν, and though either expression might be acceptable, 
still the combination and blending together of both forms in xara 
οἷον λοπόν must be regarded as quite impossible and meaningless 
in Homeric Greek at any rate. I notice that Mr. S. Butler has 
a novel idea, for his rendering runs thus: ‘ the shirt fitted him like 
the skin of an onion.’ This might indeed be a more exact 
rendering of xara Aordy if it had stood alone: but there are two 
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fatal objections. (1) Why of an onion? What is the special 
appropriateness in selecting an onion for mention rather than 
any other of the multitude of vegetables and animals which 
are equally well fitted with an integument? The skin of the 
onion cracks and splits and peels away a good deal as that 
valuable vegetable dries, but the attire of Odysseus as a ragged 
beggar-man is not here in question. (2) The point of simi- 
larity between the tunic and the onion-skin is after all not 
left doubtful, for the next line states it with certainty and 
precision :— 
τὼς μὲν ἔην μαλακός, λαμπρὸς δ᾽ ἦν ἠέλιος ὥς" 

κάρτα With ἰσχαλέοιο, I might almost venture to say with 
no reflection whatever on the preciosity of the hiatus licitus, 
recommends itself. The dryness of the peel or husk of the 
onion must be complete and pronounced, in order to bring out 
the silken sheen of the smooth surface. So remarkable is the 
lustre and smoothness, that this reference to a common and 
familiar article is one of the most effective in the whole picture- 
gallery of Homeric similes. For the use of the acc. without the 
mar-all κατά compare :— 


A 262 ov γάρ πω τοίους ἴδον ἀνέρας οὐδὲ ἴδωμαι, 
οἷον Πειρίθοόν τε Δρύαντά τε, ποιμένα λαῶν, 
Καινέα τ᾽ "Efddidv τε καὶ ἀντίθεον Πολύφημον. 


It is noteworthy that κάρτα, though unexceptionable in form 
(cf. κάρτος, Kdprepos, κάρτιστος, καρτύνω as well as κράτος, xpdrepos, 
xparéw, and xparvs. See also the remarks on case forms as adverbs, 
Monro, H. G. § 110), does not actually occur elsewhere in the 
Homeric poems: but the difficulty which a solitary form would have 
in maintaining itself is quite intelligible. Dr. Monro very inge- 
niously renders ‘like as (it glistens) over the skin of a dried onion’; 
but the separation of οἷον from λοπόν is unlikely, if not impossible. 
There is also a difficulty in supplying a verb from σιγαλόεντα, 
and, granting that we may do 80, the words τὼς μὲν ἔην μαλακός 
come in awkwardly after such a verb. As an alternative he 
would read xara with gen. following ‘over a dry onion’, quite 
a doubtful use of xara, certainly not justified by o 355, and made 
perhaps less likely from κρομύοιο coming so early in the line. 
Least tolerable of all is καταισχαλέοιο (F P H X). 
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7235] 7 μὲν πολλαί γ᾽ αὐτὸν ἐθηήσαντο γυναῖκες. 

Neither ye nor αὐτόν is satisfactory here. By αὐτόν the 
wearer, not the garment, would be indicated. Nor again is ἢ μέν 
alone the formula appropriate to the statement. Read with an 
additional particle, v. p. 290 :— 

ἦ τοι μὲν πολλαὶ τὸν ἐθηήσαντο γυναῖκες. 
Cf. ρ 372 ἦ τοι μέν οἱ δεῦρο, a 307, ἡ 299, Ὑ 255; k 271, p 6,7 124, 
560, and other passages. A slight transposition would give the 
exact order of p 372 :— 
ἦ τοι μὲν τὸν πολλαί. 

τ 265] καὶ γάρ τίς τ᾽ ἀλλοῖον ὀδύρεται ἄνδρ᾽ ὀλέσασα 

κουρίδιον, τῷ τέκνα τέκῃ φιλότητι μιγεῖσα, 

ἢ Ὀδυσῆ, ὅν φασι θεοῖς ἐναλίγκιον εἶναι. 

The last line is rejected by van Herwerden and others; but 
if any line is to be removed here, it is rather 1. 266 which 
breaks the close connexion of 1. 267 with ἀλλοῖον. Some 
addition to the neutral term ἀλλοῖον seems to be absolutely 
indispensable to the sense. The word would imply no com- 
pliment without the addition of 1. 267. On the other hand 
the exact definition given by 1. 266 is to a large extent 
superfluous or worse. 

7270] ὡς ἤδη Ὀδυσῆος ἐγὼ περὶ νόστου ἄκουσα ---- 

In the next line the first word ἀγχοῦ, i.e. ἀγχοῦ ἐόντος, refers 
to the proper name, as also does ζωοῦ at the beginning of 1. 272. 
I submit then that even apart from the argument from the hiatus 
the necessary order is :— . 

ὡς ἤδη περὶ νόστου ἐγὼν Ὀδυσῆος ἄκουσα —. 
Cf. Notes on p 157, x 48- 
τ 282] καί κεν πάλαι ἐνθάδ᾽ ᾽Οδυσσεὺς 
amv’ ἀλλ᾽ ἄρα οἱ τό γε κέρδιον εἴσατο θυμῷ, --- 

I cannot think either yew or εἴη would serve here for the 
corrupt ἤην, v. Note on w 343. The following reconstruction is at 
least tolerable :— 

ne’ ἀτὰρ θυμῷ τό ye εἴσατο κέρδιον εἶναι. 
Nauck writes ἔπλετο for ἤην. Van Leeuwen and da Costa read ἦεν 
Ὀδυσσεὺς ἐνθάδε. 
τ 802} δηρὸν ἀπεσσεῖται' ἔμπης δέ τοι ὅρκια δώσω. 
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Though ὅρκια in the plural is usual, ὅρκιον is sufficiently 
justified by 
A 158 οὐ μέν πως ἅλιον πέλει ὅρκιον αἷμά τε ἀρνῶν — 
where the plur. could not well be introduced. Read here :— 
δηρὸν ἀπεσσεῖται᾽ δώσω δέ τοι ὅρκιον ἔμπης. 
τ 317] ἀλλά μιν, ἀμφίπολοι, ἀπονίψατε, κάτθετε δ᾽ εὐνήν, 
The washing here ordered, as is clear from the reply l. 343 f.:— 
οὐδέ Ti μοι ποδάνιπτρα ποδῶν ἐπιήρανα θυμῷ 
γίγνεται οὐδὲ γυνὴ ποδὸς ἅψεται ἡμετέροιο --- 
is limited to the washing of the feet. We may therefore read 
with certainty of correctness in both sense and metre :— 
ἀλλά μιν, ἀμφίπολοι, πόδε νίψατε, 
Compare also l. 356 ἥ σε πόδας νίψει. 
τ 322] τῷ δ᾽ ἄλγιον, ὅς κεν ἐκείνων 
τοῦτον ἀνιάζῃ θυμοφθόροτ᾽ 
The true reading is ἀνιάῃ from ἀνιάω. The verb ἀνιάζω is intran- 
sitive (3 300, ὦ 270, ὃ 460, χ 87) save here and in the worthless 
Ψ 721 ἀλλ᾽ ὅτε δή ῥ᾽ ἀνίαζον ἐυκνήμιδας ᾿Αχαιούς, 
where there is a variant ἐυκνήμιδες ᾿Αχαιοί, for which something 
might be said. Cf. τ 66 ἀνιήσεις (= v 178). It would of course 
be possible to read ἀνιήσῃ here; but the uncontracted present is 
more likely to have been changed to the tradition. 
τ 346] εἰ μή τις γρηῦς ἔστι παλαιή, 
Read γυνὴ ἔστι παλαιή, v. Note on w 389. 
τ 350] ξεῖνε φίλ᾽, οὐ yap πώ τις ἀνὴρ πεπνυμένος ὧδε 
ξείνων τηλεδαπῶν φιλίων ἐμὸν ἵκετο δῶμα ---. 

Dr. Monro in his note δὰ loc. has pointed out that φιλίων 
cannot be right here, and must have crept in from w 268. Per- 
haps instead of removing φιλίων root and branch, and inserting 
χαλκοβατὲς δῶ after ἵκετο, we might read :— 

ξείνων τηλεδαπῶν τε φίλων 
One or two MSS. at least have φιλίων τε and one X φίλων re. We 
might even adopt τηλεδαπῶν τ᾽ ἀνδρῶν as in ζ 279, cf. o 224. 
τ 356] ὖ σε πόδας νίψει ὀλιγηπελέουσά περ ἔμπης. 

Probably vive: should be read, though the omission of κε in 

clauses of this kind is unusual, v. Note on ε 240. 
τ 367] ἀρώμενος, «los ἵκοιο 
γῆράς τε λιπαρὸν θρέψαιό τε φαίδιμον υἱόν" 
It is surely impossible that the temporal conjunction in any 
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form should stand here in a final and object clause (Monro, H. G. 
δ 314). It seems quite necessary to read, as in A 88, 439 ef που, 
εἰ σύ γ᾽, or even εἴ κεν with Bothe (εἰ ἄν). 
τ 810] οὕτω πον καὶ κείνῳ ἐφεψιόωντο γυναῖκες 

ξείνων τηλεδαπῶν, ὅτε τεν κλυτὰ δώμαθ᾽ ἵκοιτο, 

ὡς σέθεν ai κύνες aide καθεψιόωνται ἅπασαι, — 

The first necessity in this passage is that the comma after 
τηλεδαπῶν should be removed and placed after γυναῖκες at the end 
of 1.370. Even if no further change be deemed desirable, this 
improvement is clearly imperative, as may be seen from :— 

E 27 Ἰρῶες δὲ μεγάθυμοι ἐπεὶ ἴδον υἷε Adpyros —. 
Z 414 αὐτὰρ ὅ γ᾽ ὃν φίλον υἱὸν ἐπεὶ κύσε πῆλέ τε χερσίν, 
and still more plainly (if we write instead of the corrupt ὅτε rev 
the correct dreo) from :— 
ἔξ 221 ἀνδρῶν δυσμενέων 6 τέ μοι εἴξειε πόδεσσιν. 
€ 106, θ 204, ο 395, ὃ 423, ε 448, ν 143, and others. 

The first suggestion of ὅτεο is due, I believe,to van Leeuwen and 
da Costa, though their punctuation will not allow the true version: 

‘To the goodly house of whomsoever of his far-off friends he 
might come.’ 

In |. 372 ai instead of being attributed to the encroachment 
of the later idiom, as is most probable, is vainly explained as 
expressing aversion of contempt (H. G.§ 261, 2), cf. also p. 288. 
The passage should be thus read :— 

οὕτω που καὶ κε ἐφεψιόωντο γυναῖκες, 

ξείνων τηλεδαπῶν ὅτεο κλυτὰ δώμαθ᾽ ἵκοιτο, 

ὧς ῥα σέθεν κύνες aide καθεψιόωνται ἅπασαι, --- 
But there is at least a chance that we can come even nearer than 
this to the original. Σέθεν gen. after κείνῳ dat. is curious. The 
article is perhaps the termination of an adjective :— 

σ᾽ ὀλοαὶ κύνες alde καθεψιόωνται ἅπασαι. (σ᾽ = σοι.) 
1403] Αὐτόλυκ᾽, αὐτὸς νῦν ὄνομ᾽ εὕρεο, ὅττι κε θεῖο 

παιδὸς παιδὶ φίλῳ. 

The middle οὗ εὑρίσκω is singularly rare in Homer. There 
are only three other places in which it occurs :— 

Η 472 roto μὲν Αὐτομέδων δουρικλυτὸς εὕρετο τέκμωρ᾽ 

ε 421 εἴ τιν᾽ ἑταίροισιν θανάτου λύσιν ἠδ᾽ ἐμοὶ αὐτῷ 

εὑροίμην" 

φ 304 of δ᾽ αὐτῷ πρώτῳ κακὸν εὕρετο οἰνοβαρείων. 
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Everywhere, except in our passage, the exact sense of find- 
ing for one’s own benefit is appropriate. Here, too, we have 
the hiatus, which is by no means so legitimate as is supposed. 
In all probability what Homer said was :— 

Αὐτόλνκ᾽, αὐτὸς νῦν ὄνομ᾽ εὑρέμεν, ὅττι κε θεῖο ----. 
The infinitive as an imperative occurs frequently without being 
preceded by any other clause, 6. g. H 501, P 692, € 30, π 235. 
t 445 | ὁ δ᾽ ἀντίος ἐκ ξυλόχοιο, 
φρίξας εὖ λοφιήν, πῦρ δ᾽ ὀφθαλμοῖσι δεδορκώς, 
στῇ ῥ᾽ αὐτῶν σχεδόθεν᾽ 6 δ᾽ ἄρα πρώτιστος ᾿Οδυσσεὺς 
ἔσσυτ᾽ ἀνασχόμενος δολιχὸν δόρυ χειρὶ παχείῃ, --- 

In 1. 446 Bothe’s εὐλοφίην and the omission of δέ seem 
distinct improvements. The adverb εὖ here is out of place. The 
metre of |. 447 betrays some corruption. Again the usage of 
σχεδόθεν elsewhere makes it almost certain that it properly 
belongs to the following clause. I suggest :— 

στῆ ῥ᾽ αὕτως σχεδόθεν δ᾽ ἄρα of πρώτιστος Ὀδυσσεὺς 
ἔσσυτ᾽ ἀνασχόμενος δολιχὸν δόρυ χειρὶ παχείῃ 
οὐτάμεναι μεμαώς" 

‘Thus (i.e. with this aspect) it made its appearance: and 
then at close quarters Odysseus was the first to charge it.’ In 
the other four lines of the Odyssey in which σχεδόθεν appears it 
begins a clause (σχεδόθεν δέ οἷ), β 267, ν 221, o 223, v 30, while 
both instances that occur in the Iliad, II 807 σχεδόθεν βάλε, P 359 
σχεδόθεν δὲ μάχεσθαι, refer as here to fighting at close quarters. 
That σχεδόθεν here originally belonged to ἔσσντο may be regarded 
as certain, even if there were no objection to the form αὐτῶν with 
which it has been forced into connexion. For atrws compare 
Σ 198 αὕτως- -φάνηθι, where Dr. Leaf wrongly accepts the un- 
metrical αὐτός, apparently because it is unmetrical. In p 447 
στῇθ᾽ οὕτως is slightly different, being strictly deictic ‘on that 
spot’, but it serves to illustrate the expression here suggested as 
right. 

7 449] ὁ δέ μιν φθάμενος ἔλασεν σῦς 
γουνὸς ὕπερ, πολλὸν δὲ διήφυσε σαρκὸς ὀδόντι 
λικριφὶς ἀΐξας 

Here φθάμενος has been introduced from the Iliad N 387 
ἃς. The Odyssey knows only ὑποφθάμενος (8 547, 0 171). 

ὁ δ᾽ ὑποφθάμενός Γ᾽ ἔλασεν ais 
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restores the metre and gives the necessary emphasis to the parti- 
ciple (v. Note on a 37). On διήφυσε for διήμυσε, v. Note Class. 
Reo. for Dec. 1897. 
1460] εὖ ἰησάμενοι ἠδ᾽ ἀγλαὰ δῶρα πορόντες ---. 
An easy remedy of this hiatus would be :— 
καί F* ἀγλαὰ δῶρα πορόντες. 

τ 462] τῷ μέν ῥα πατὴρ καὶ πότνια μήτηρ 

χαῖρον νοστήσαντι καὶ ἐξερέεινον ἕκαστα, 

οὐλὴν ὅττι πάθοι" ὃ δ᾽ ἄρα σφίσιν εὖ κατέλεξε 

ὥς μιν θηρεύοντ᾽ ἔλασεν ais —. 

Apart from the metrical difficulty of Féxaora in 1. 463, which 
might be surmounted by reading ἐξερέοντο (Nauck) or accepting 
ἅπαντα (Vind. 5), there is the patent fact that ἐξερέεινον is amply 
provided with grammatical objects in οὐλήν and ὅττι πάθοι, and 
cannot well accommodate any more. Therefore, I submit, neither 
ἕκαστα nor ἅπαντα can be right, and the neuter plural must be 
a corruption. If ἕκαστος could be used in reference to two 
persons only, it would have a strong claim. But this is not the 
true usage, 80 that if ἕκαστος be adopted, of course with ἐξερέοντο 
preceding, we should have to extend the reference to the whole 
household, rather a doubtful extension, especially as ἐξερέεινον 
ἅπαντες Would serve the same purpose. It seems to me, however, 
that the poet is here dealing with the welcome given to Odysseus 
by his parents only, the questions they ask and the account of the 
accident he gives to them. Hence I venture to regard ἕκαστα 
here as totally corrupt, corrupt to such a degree that it affords no 
basis of conjecture for the restoration of the word which it has 
displaced. 

The sense of the passage seems to require something like 

ἐξερέεινον ἅμ᾽ ἄμφω 
as in d 188. 

Now let us turn to the questions. They asked about the 
scar, and they asked what was the matter with him; this I sub- 
mit is the meaning of ὅττι raf. But as the context already 
shows, and as we see from the reply, the question really asked was 
‘what had happened to him’, as it would be expressed in later times 
ὅ τι πεπονθὼς εἴη. Now in epic Greek this would be expressed by 
πεπόνθοι, for the perf. opt., though admittedly rare (H. G. ὃ 83), is 
unquestionably right in A 35 βεβρώθοις. 
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If this be so, the passage might read thus :— 
καὶ ἐξερέεινον ἅμ᾽ ἄμφω 
οὐλὴν ὅττι πεπόνθοι' ὃ δέ σφισιν εὖ κατέλεξε ----. 
The insertion of ἄρα to make πάθοι possible is by no means an 
unusual or unparalleled device. But we are not forced to assume 
even this, for the reading might have been ὁ δ᾽ dp σφισιν to begin 
with. 

For the other instances of -oc of the optative improperly 
lengthened before a vowel in the received text, v. Note on 0 654, 
Journ. Phil, xxv. pp. 320-2. 

τ 4771} πεφραδέειν ἐθέλουσα φίλον πόσιν ἔνδον ἐόντα. 

Nauck’s πεφραδέμεν is doubtless right, but requires the 

supplement of ἔοι :— 
πεφραδέμεν ῥ᾽ édovea —. 
+ 483] τῷ σῷ ἐπὶ μαζῷ viv δ᾽ ἄλγεα πολλὰ μογήσας 

The article may be eliminated by reading 

σῷ μὲν ἐπὶ pale. 
τ 487] ὧδε γὰρ ἐξερέω, καὶ μὴν τετελεσμένον ἔσται" 
εἴ x ὑπ᾽ ἐμοί γε θεὸς δαμάσῃ μνηστῆρας ἀγανούς, 
οὐδὲ τροφοῦ οὔσης σεῦ ἀφέξομαι, ὁππότ᾽ ἂν ἄλλας 
δμῳὰς ἐν μεγάροισιν ἐμοῖς κτείνωμι γυναῖκας. 

This passage has been condemned by Fick and removed 
altogether from the text by van Leeuwen and da Costa. 
Broadly it might be urged as an objection to the lines that a 
threat altogether contingent upon the success of an attempt, 
which under any circumstances was rather unlikely to end well, 
and would certainly fail utterly if the forbidden disclosure were 
made, is not so alarming as it looks and is in fact rather futile. 
But on the other hand severe logical reasoning of this kind 
was not likely to occur to the mind of Eurycleia at the moment, 
nor is it perhaps at any time the most fitting touchstone of 
poetry. Moreover there is just a smack, a flavour, of old-world 
brutality about the passage that vouches strongly for its genuine- 
ness, and it seems hardly probable that any one would after- 
wards devise an illogical interpolation, which also lays Odysseus 
open to the charge of inhumanity in threatening to kill his 
foster-mother. The points of detail, to which exception can 
be taken in these lines, are not very serious, with the exception 
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of οὔσης for ἐούσης in 1. 489. This is indeed a blot on the 
passage and is not to be defended, v. remarks on r 230, p. 342. 
We have indeed τηλόθεν οὖσα (Hymn. Apoll. 330) most needlessly 
maintained by some editors in the text for τηλόθ᾽ ἐοῦσα, cf. a 22 
τηλόθ᾽ ἐόντας, A 439 τηλόθ᾽ ἐόντι. Here Hermann proposed ἐούσης 
or evons; but nothing is gained by the former save a false foot 
in the second place, and the latter, evans, is even more objection- 
able as a Homeric form than the tradition itself. Nitzsch 
thought αὐτῆς should be read, and if any fair reason could be 
suggested to account for the loss of this and the substitution of 
ovens, we might be contented with the pronoun. It seems to me 
essential that the word suggested as the original should either be 
one that would readily lend itself to depravation, or be such that 
the later Greeks would have felt some difficulty to maintain it. 
In default of some such peculiarity of the original, it would 
hardly have been tampered with, much less entirely abandoned 
and forgotten. Now αὐτῆς can hardly be said to satisfy either 
condition. 

With this conviction then I suggest as a more probable 
original, though at first sight it may not seem so :— 

οὐδὲ μὲν οὐδὲ τροφοῦ σεῦ ἀφέξομαι. 

My supposition is that οὔσης is entirely an error, and that the 
two words τροφοῦ σεῦ originally stood together. Now the last 
two letters of τροφοῦ and the first two letters of σεῦ make 
OYCE, to which we have only to add C to make οὔσης, which 
I suggest found its way into the verse from the dittography 
of the above letters, all the more easily, if οὔσης were found, 
as it might well be, as a marginal gloss. The omission of 
οὐδὲ μέν before οὐδέ is then a necessity and involves no great 
improbability. 

Or again, it is quite conceivable that the corruption began 
with οὐδὲ μὲν οὐδέ, a combination which is Homeric enough, 
but not likely to suit the taste of any later period so com- 
pletely; but in any case the loss of οὐδὲ μέν amounts to little 
more than an ordinary lipography. If οὐδέ remained alone, it 
would be far easier and readier to make up the verse by insert- 
ing οὔσης, where it now appears, than to recall the original 
οὐδὲ μέν, Which would be remote from daily usage, if not already 
entirely in the sphere of the obsolete. 

35! 


τ 487-500 ODYSSEY 


In 1. 490 some difficulty has arisen about the possessive 
pronoun, ἐμοῖς ; the prevailing opinion is that the form should 
always be ἐμοῖσι, though I should for my own part hesitate to 
follow Nauck in the attempt to eliminate -os from Homer. 
Still I would not undertake to defend ἐμοῖς here, for there is 
no particular reason why Odysseus should wish to call attention 
to the fact that the hall belonged to him. As an indication of 
the scene of his intended operations, ἐν μεγάροισι alone is quite 
sufficient. Hence van Leeuwen and da Costa suggest tentatively 
in a foot-note :— . 


ἐν μεγάροισι κατακτείνωμι. 
This might perhaps be supported by the consideration that if 
κατα were represented by xr, it would easily be lost by a 
lipography before κτείνωμι, and then the deficiency might be 
supplied by the easy supplement ἐμοῖς. 

On the other hand if ἐμοῖς has a more substantial basis, and 
the possessive pronoun of the first person be after all, as is not 
unlikely, correct, I should think it must originally have belonged 
to Suds, cf. ὃ 736 Sua’ ἐμόν :— 

δμῳὰς ἐν μεγάροισιν ἐμάς. 
By thus emphasizing their status in relation to himself, the 
speaker makes by implication an assertion of his legal right to 
put the offending women to death. 
τ 501] εὖ νυ καὶ αὐτὸς ἐγὼ φράσομαι καὶ εἴσομ᾽ ἑκάστην᾽ 

Fick would remove this line altogether from the text, while 
at the same time suggesting as a possible alternative that it 
should be read thus :— 

εὖ vu ἑκάστην φράσσομ᾽ ἐγὼ καὶ εἴσομαι αὐτός" 

It is, I think, possible to find a more acceptable, because 
more probable, reconstruction. The following involves less dis- 
turbance of the verbal arrangement :— 

εὖ νύ κεν αὐτὸς ἐγὼ φράσομαι εἰδῶ τε ἑκάστην" 
αὐτὸς ἐγώ gives all the emphasis required without the superfluity 
of an added καί. The aor. subj. with κεν is perhaps even better 
suited to the occasion than the fut. indic. Possibly also εὖ νυ 
may have displaced a more archaic ἦύ. 
τ 509] ἔξεῖνε, τὸ μέν σ᾽ ἔτι τυτθὸν ἐγὼν εἰρήσομαι airy’ 
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In 1. 104 of this book we have a somewhat close parallel :— 

ξεῖνε, TO μέν σε πρῶτον ἐγὼν εἰρήσομαι αὐτή: 

τίς πόθεν εἰς ἀνδρῶν ; πόθι τοι πόλις ἠδὲ τοκῆες ; 
There is however this difference between the two. In the case of 
]. 104 τὸ μέν ‘this matter’ is natural and easy, whereas here 
it is awkward and forced. The actual request is not mentioned 
until we reach 1. §35. The fact seems to be that + sog has been 
assimilated even more closely than is allowable to the parallel 
passage. It probably should be read thus with the change of 
one letter only :— 

ξεῖν᾽, ἔτι μέν σέ τι τυτθὸν ἐγὼν εἰρήσομαι αὐτή: 
‘Stranger, yet will I ask thee for my own part one little thing 
more.’ It is surely impossible in view of the length of the 
speech to render τυτθόν ‘ briefly ’, ‘in der Kiirze ’, as is sometimes 
done. We have ἔτι τυτθόν in combination in v 210. 
τ 515} αὐτὰρ ἐπὴν νὺξ ἔλθῃ Ayal τε κοῖτος ἅπαντας, --- 

If, as I believe may be proved, only the non-thematic aor. 
subj. admits of shortening before a vowel in the 3 pers. sing,, 
we should restore here :— 

GAN’ Gre νὺξ ἔλθῃσιν ἕλῃσί re κοῖτος ἅπαντας. 
This question deserves full investigation, which obviously cannot 
be undertaken here. Cf. p 279 (Note). 
t 518] as δ᾽ ὅτε Πανδαρέου κούρη, χλωρηϊς ἀηδών, 
καλὸν ἀείδῃσιν ἔαρος νέον ἱσταμένοιο, 
δενδρέων ἐν πετάλοισι καθεζομένη πυκινοῖσι, ---- 
The form of the noun ἔαρος raises questions of some interest. 
What is the relation between ἔαρος and εἴαρος, and what would 
be the correct form of the nominative, gap or elap, in epic 
poetry? We have here the one other instance of ἔαρος in 
Homer :— 
Z147 φύλλα τὰ μέν τ᾽ ἄνεμος χαμάδις χέει, ἄλλα δέ θ᾽ ὕλη 
τηλεθόωσα dia, ἔαρος δ᾽ ἐπιγίγνεται ὥρη (v. 1. ὥρῃ} 
On the other hand, for εἴαρος there is but one passage of which 
account need be taken, Hymn. Dem. 174, and even there our MS. 
exhibits ἥαρος which may, or may not, be right :— 
ai δ᾽ ὥς τ᾽ ἣ ἔλαφοι ἢ πόρτιες εἴαρος ὥρῃ ---. 
As for the Hymn to Pan (xix. 17 ἔαρος), it is obviously too late 
a production to have any weight as evidence of a genuine epic 
form. Then there is the adjective εἰαρινός occurring about half 
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a dozen times. Van Leeuwen and da Costa always print éapwos 
(e coniectura) with of course an initial digamma. Their view is 
practically the same as that of Payne Knight. It may be given 
advantageously in his own words, v. Proleg. in Homerum, Ὁ. 80: 
Prima syllaba in casibus obliquis (sc. ἔαρος) quoties e tono et 
impetu pronunciandi producta sit, toties in « diphthongum, 
grammaticis ac librariis fulcrum solitum inserentibus, mutata est: 
perperam : ubicunque enim tres syllabae breves in unam vocem 
concurrerent, primam producere licuit. «lap casu recto poetae 
recentiores ex Homericis male intellectis sibi confinxerunt, et inter 
alia eiusmodi ἀνώμαλα ad metrum supplendum, quoties expedire 
visum esset, adhibuerunt. 

To the same effect we read in Liddell and Scott :—‘ ἔαρ, ἔαρος, 
τό, Hom. and Hdt.: in later Epic Poets, as Theocr. and Nicander, 
clap, εἴαρος. Asa matter of fact the nom. is not found in Homer, 
but occurs in Hesiod, Works 490, where the first foot is con- 
siderately supposed to be a spondee, but cannot possibly be right: 

μηδέ σε λήθοι 
μήτ᾽ ἔαρ γιγνόμενον πολιὸν μήθ᾽ ὥριος ὄμβρος, 
though, except for the neglect of the digamma, it is supported by 
an equally depraved dative in 1. 460 of the same poem :— 
. ἔαρι trodety: θέρεος δὲ νεωμένη οὔ σ᾽ ἀπατήσει. 
Another faulty verse hereabouts also contains éap, this time as 
a disyllable :-— 

476 εὐοχθέων δ᾽ ear πολιὸν dap, οὐδὲ πρὸς ἄλλους —, 
where moreover there is some lack of clearness about the meaning 
intended to be conveyed. Such then is the case, in its strength 
and weakness, in favour of ἔαρ, ἔαρος. 

There is another view however of this question, resting on 
ancient authority and supported by unquestionable analogy. The 
later Epic poets may have been in the right after all, and may in 
this case have accurately maintained or restored the forms valid 
in the older Epic. There must be at least a strong presumption 
in their favour, if only because they had access to better tradi- 
tional authority than we possess at present, or can hope to recover 
from all the sands of Egypt. In his admirable Homeric Grammar, 
to which I have been so often indebted, Dr. Monro, in treating of 
the primary suffixes § 114, observes that the ancient grammarians 
noticed that the stem before -ap is long (Herodian ii. 769, ed. 
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Lentz). This dictum is for Homer borne out by a fair array of 
instances, ἄλειφαρ, ἄλκαρ, εἶδαρ, εἷλαρ, ἦμαρ, ἧπαρ, οὖθαρ, ὄνειαρ, 
πῖαρ (Ὁ) and πεῖραρ. In later times a distinct preference for 
a short stem before this suffix seems to have generally prevailed. 
So for the nom. of κτεάτεσσι we have κτέαρ given, for that of 
στέατος ( 178, 183) στέαρ, analogous to the Tragic κέαρ. None 
of these forms however—créap, στέαρ, xéap—occur in Homer. For 
στέατος in the two places in which it occurs it would be easy to 
read oreiaros by merely removing a needless δέ (ἐκ στείατος ἔνεικε), 
which now is uncomfortably short before or, and as to κτεάτεσσι 
we have a nom. κτέρας 0 235, &c., which suggests xrepeecow as 
the right reading, lost because of the special sense which generally 
attaches to the plur. κτέρα. The only trustworthy Homeric 
instances of a short stem before -ap, so far as I am aware, are 
the indeclinable pair ὄναρ and ὕπαρ, to which must be added 
δάμαρ (ἘΞ 503, 5 126), which from the production of its last 
syllable before a vowel in both passages would seem to have 
retained in Homer’s day its original ς (δάμαρς). φρεῖαρ, later 
φρέαρ, I have omitted from my list because it does not occur in 
the nom., but there can be little doubt about its correctness. 
We have ® 197 φρείατα : but φρέατι appears Hymn. Dem. 99 :— 
Παρθενίῳ φρέατι, ὅθεν ὑδρεύοντο πολῖται. 
Porson, however, was undoubtedly right in his transposition 
φρείατι Παρθενίῳ. We see therefore that little warrant for the 
correctness of ἔαρος can be found in Homer—the analogical 
evidence is altogether, or almost altogether, adverse. As for 
Hesiod, the reckless modernization of the quoted passages is pain- 
fully obvious. To suppose that either μήτ᾽ ἔαρ or ἔαρι πολεῖν Was 
written by Hesiod would be to exceed the limits of credulous 
simplicity. If in such a case as 1. 490 an attempt to restore the 
original were desirable, I would suggest :— 
μηδέ oe λήθοι 
εἶαρ γιγνόμενον πολιὸν μήθ᾽ ὥριος ὄμβρος. 
In 1. 460 may not ἔαρι be a gloss on ἦρι, which would make a fair 
contrast with the converse adverb used in 1. 484 ὄψ᾽ ἀρόσῃς ὃ 
For 1. 476 I content myself with tentatively suggesting, ut in re 
desperata, εὐοχθέων δ᾽ és clap ἀφίξεαι (εὖ ὀχέων ἢ). It is no matter 
for surprise, however, if occasionally the modernizer has wrought 
irretrievable ruin. 
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But if we are obliged to condemn éapos int 519 and Z 148 as 
a very questionable, if not quite impossible, form for the old Epic, 
how comes it there at all? In both cases, I should say, it 
represents an original θέρεος, which would serve especially in com- 
bination with νέον to mark, in accordance with the ancient 
dichotomy of the year into θέρος and χεῖμα, the very same time as 
ἔαρυς now indicates. We can easily see that ἔαρος would readily 
be preferred in later times to θέρεος as a more precise and correct 
expression. 

τ 524} ds καὶ ἐμοὶ δίχα θυμὸς ὀρώρεται ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα 

For the figment ὀρώρεται presented by the MSS. here and 
377 above, Eustathius gives ὀρίνεται, which van Herwerden has by 
conjecture restored to the latter passage. It is the disturbing 
influence of such freak forms as this unwarranted and unwar- 
rantable épwpera:, only supported by the still worse ὀρώρηται for 
ὀρώρῃσι of N 271, that gives to the Homeric grammar many of its 
terrors. The irruption of thematic dyeyw’s and γεγώνω to suit 
a later period of grammatical development has caused, and does 
cause, much confusion and much idle speculation. The only 
safe course is to regard these forms as inevitable results of the 
action of later ideas of correct speech working automatically. 
7535] ἀλλ᾽ dye μοι τὸν ὄνειρον ὑπόκριναι καὶ ἄκουσον. 

This is the only passage in the Odyssey in which ὄνειρος is 
accommodated or encumbered with the article. We may surely 
borrow from β 349, x 286, μ 112, p 274,17 16, ᾧ 217, Ψ 35, and 
read :— 

ἀλλ᾽ ἄγε δή μοι ὄνειρον ---. 
The Iliad has also one instance οὗ τὸν ὄνειρον Β 80, which line 
might be emended thus :— 
εἰ μὲν τοῦτον ὄνειρον ᾿Αχαιών ἄλλος ἔνισπεν, --- 
or εἴ τις τοῦτον. See also Note on ρ 10. 
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υ 12] ἢ ἔτ᾽ ἐῷ μνηστῆρσιν ὑπερφιάλοισι μιγῆναι 
Knight rightly gives édéo. for ὅτ᾽ ἐῷ, but possibly ἔτι merely 
misrepresents an original ode. 4 σφ᾽ édor —. 
v 20] σὺ δ᾽ ἐτόλμας, ὄφρα σε μῆτις 
ἐξάγαγ᾽ ἐξ ἄντροιο ὀιόμενον θανέεσθαι. 
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The ov here refers to κραδίη (τέτλαθι δή, κραδίη, 1. 18); σε 
seems to be the reading of all the MSS., but as it is followed by 
ὀιόμενον not ὀιομένην, it is clearly as impossible as it would be 
artificial and unepic. Kirchhoff's με must, I think, certainly 
be accepted. The hiatus in 1. 21 may easily be removed’ by 
inserting ἔτι. Read :— 

σὺ δ᾽ ἐτόλμαες, ὄφρα pe μῆτις 
ἐξάγαγ᾽ ἐξ ἄντρου ἔτ᾽ ὀιόμενον θανέεσθαι. (dytpor’) 
υ 23} τῷ δὲ μάλ᾽ ἐν πείσῃ κραδίη μένε τετληυῖα 
νωλεμέως" ἀτὰρ αὐτὸς ἑλίσσετο ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα. 

An interpolation as Knight perceived (‘e sequentibus conficti 
et inserti’). Even if ἐν πείσῃ could mean ἐν δεσμοῖς (Schol.) it 
would be useless here. Another interpretation is ‘in obedience’ : 
but this too is unsatisfactory. The deviser of the lines probably 
intended the sense to be ‘in suffering’. Apart from this rerAyvia 
is perhaps sufficient to condemn the passage. τετληώς would 
properly make rerAavia, with antepenultimate short. Cobet’s αὐτὸς 
δέ would satisfy the metre in 1. 24, but the words are, 88 Knight 
says, merely taken from |. 28 :— 

ὡς dp ὅ γ᾽ ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα ἐλίσσετο ---. 
υ 331 τίπτ᾽ αὖτ᾽ ἐγρήσσεις, πάντων περὶ κάμμορε φωτῶν ; 
οἶκος μέν τοι ὅδ᾽ ἐστί, γυνὴ δέ τοι ἥδ᾽ ἐνὶ οἴκῳ 
καὶ πάϊς, οἷόν πού τις ἐέλδεται ἔμμεναι υἷα. 

So speaks the goddess Athene to the restless Odysseus, who 
cannot sleep, as the crisis of his fate approaches. It is the third 
line which I wish to consider here, but I may perhaps just draw 
attention, in passing, to the unusual number of words the second 
line contains. There is a spondee at the beginning and of course 
another at the end, οἶκος . . . οἴκῳ. The four intermediate dactylic 
feet are made up of no less than nine words; yet the whole verse 
is smoothly modulated, and might be given as an example of 
perfection of metre and rhythm. 

But let us come to our third line. In the first place it 
includes one little word which certainly needs some explanation, 
not given, I believe, in any commentary. What is the precise 
force here of the πού in οἷόν wov? It is hardly locative, ‘some- 
where,’ and it is not easy to acquiesce in the rendering naturally 
suggested both by Attic and Homeric usage (e.g. A 178 θεός που 
σοὶ τό γ᾽ ἔδωκεν, π 34, &c.),‘I presume,’ ‘perhaps,’ ‘perchance.’ 
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It is inconceivable that the goddess should make an idle display 
of supercilious scorn by affecting ignorance of what the feeling of 
a human being would be on such a point. The particle here can 
only be compared to the fly enshrined in the amber. How it got 
there we need not stop to inquire. The important fact is that it 
is there. We cannot ignore such an intruder, It is impossible 
to try not to see it; for like the fly it occupies a position of 
singular prominence. A really intolerable weight of emphasis 
seems from the natural arsis of the verse to fall upon this un- 
happy monoeyllable. It is just the little rift within the lute that 
jars the melody. 

In the next place, while πού is worse than superfluous, and 
is accordingly very judiciously, but very unfairly, passed over in 
editors’ notes, as well as in the otherwise excellent rendering of 
this passage by Messrs. Butcher and Lang, there is something 
lacking in the line as it stands, something which cannot easily 
be dispensed with ; I mean a possessive pronoun to agree with 
via. The line, I think, should be read thus :— 

καὶ πάϊς, οἷον ὅν τις ἐέλδεται ἔμμεναι via. 

Rhythmieally οἷον ἐόν res is better, and for my part I should 
prefer to insert ἐόν rather than ὅν ; but it seems probable that the 
form ὅν was the actual occupant at any rate at the time when the 
dittography—ON ON—resulted in the deficiency which has been 
so effectually, and yet so ineffectually, filled up by the introduc- 
tion of πού. 

It may be remarked that dv or ἐόν gains emphasis from its 
position before the enclitic τις (cf. Note on a 37): otherwise οἷόν 
τις ὅν would be the order of the words. 

The sense now at last fully conveyed is: ‘Such as many 
a man wishes his own son to be,’ or as the version already men- 
tioned has it with even stronger, but not excessive, emphasis on 
the (missing) pronoun: ‘Such a son as many men wish to have 
for their own.’ 

A tolerably fair parallel may be seen in πὶ 192, 

Τηλέμαχος δ᾽ οὐ γάρ πω ἐπείθετο ὃν πατέρ᾽ εἶναι. 
Evidently the pronoun is here indispensable, and it is equally so 
in v 35- 

In the following passage I find another probable, certainly 

possible, example of a similar loss :— 
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y 168 οὐ μέν K ἄλλη γ᾽ ὧδε γυνὴ τετληότι θυμῷ 

ἀνδρὸς ἀφεσταίη, ὅς οἱ κακὰ πολλὰ μογήσας 
ἔλθοι ἐεικοστῷ ἔτεϊ ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν. 

Like υἷα in v 35, ἀνδρός here lacks the qualifying word that 
would give it the point and force which are evidently needed. 
suggest its re-admission thus :— 

ἀνδρὸς ἀφεσταίη οὗ, 6 of κακὰ πολλὰ μογήσας ----. 

The loss of the possessive pronoun here is not altogether sur- 
prising. The position of three pronouns in contiguity to some 
extent imperils their safety. I find them again, though not all 
crowded together, in :— 

2 85 κλαῖε μόρον ob παιδὸς ἀμύμονος, ὅς of ἔμελλε ---. 

The possessive pronoun not unfrequently comes at the end of its 

clause, as in A 496 παιδὸς ἑοῦ, τ 392 ἄναχθ᾽ ἐόν, as well as at the 

end of the line, as in © 504, τ 400, Ovyarépos ἧς, y 39 πατέρι ᾧ, 

E 71 πόσεϊ w, and others. Compare also the emendations of A 273 

and π 390. In p55 it would probably be well to read :— 
Πείραιον δέ Γ᾽ dvarye ἑὸν προτὶ οἶκον ἄγοντα ---. 

For the curious ἡμὲν ὅπου ru οὗ π 306 I would suggest :--- 

ἠμὲν ὅ τις ᾧ νῶι τίει καὶ δείδιε θυμῷ. 

Apart from parallels, however, the sense urgently demands 
this pronoun, nor do I think the metre in any degree less 
worthy than before of the great poet qui nil molitur inepte. 

Lastly, I will refer to € 36 (Note), cf. p 5, though for ἐόν there 
I should prefer to read, not ἐύν (Bothe), but ἰών, ‘as he went.’ 

υ 427 εἴ περ yap κτείναιμι Διός τε σέθεν τε ἕκητι, 
πῇ κεν ὑπεκπροφύγοιμι; 

Perhaps εἰ γάρ κε κτείνωμι, οἷ. β 218 εἰ μέν nev... ἀκούσω, 
ἢ τ᾽ ἂν τλαίην. 
υ 527 ἀλλ᾽ ἑλέτω σε καὶ ὕπνος" ἀνίη καὶ τὸ φυλάσσειν 

πάγνυχον ἐγρήσσοντα, κακῶν δ᾽ ὑποδύσεαι ἤδη. 

τὸ φυλάσσειν May represent προφυλάσσειν, cf. Hymn. Apoll. 
538 προφύλαχθε. 

υ 77} τόφρα δὲ τὰς Kovpas ἅρπυιαι ἀνηρείψαντο ----. 

Here again the article is undoubtedly unepic. The true 
reading is probably :— 

τόφρα δὲ τρεῖς Kovpas —. 
There seems to be sufficient warrant for the ἀνηρέψαντο of 
Déderlein and Fick, v. Monro’s Note ad loc. 
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υ 88} ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν καὶ ἀνεκτὸν ἔχει κακόν, ὁππότε κέν τις 
ἥματα μὲν κλαίῃ πυκινῶς ἀκαχημένος ἦτορ, 
νύκτας δ᾽ ὕπνος ἔχῃσιν, --- 

For ἀλλὰ τό Duentzer conjectured 7 μάλα, doubtless in order 
to get rid of the unsatisfactory nominative τό, not that ro μέν 
cannot express ‘the state of things’, as described in the next 
clause, ὁππότε to ἔχῃσιν, but τὸ μὲν ἔχει κακόν, ‘this involves an 
evil,’ though a legitimate expression in later times, is foreign to 
the Homeric usage of ἔχω. Instances in point are :— 

σ 13 ἢ τάχα Ἶρος dipos ἐπίσπαστον κακὸν ἕξει. 

λ 482 --- ἀλλ᾽ αἰὲν ἔχω κακά: 

σ 123 --- ἀτὰρ μὲν viv γε κακοῖς ἔχεαι πολέεσσι (= υ 200), 
and reference may be made to such passages as a 34, ὃ 164, 
€ 336, 0 182, A 582, 593, € 216, 0 344, p 142, 318, τ 168, E 895, 
O ro, Π 109, Ρ 445. 

Accordingly J. Savelsberg rightly concludes that ἔχει here 
must have a personal subject, which he finds in ris understood ; 
‘A man bears an affliction, yet that an endurable one, when &c.’ 
‘malum sustinet et id sustinendum quidem.’ The awkwardness 
of τὸ μέν however is manifest. I would suggest that the true 
reading may be deciphered from the vulgate thus :— 

ἀλλά θ᾽ ὃ μὲν καὶ ἀνεκτὸν ἔχει κακόν, ---- 

This gives us as an additional advantage the proper opposition or 
contrast between 6 μέν here and αὐτὰρ ἐμοί (1. 87), which previously 
was less effectively, because less accurately, given by the τὸ μέν. 

᾿Αλλά τε 6 might easily become ἀλλὰ τό, since this particular 
use of re with ἀλλά passed out of fashion and so almost out of 
knowledge. It may be seen with the same gnomic force as here 
in the following passages :— 

B 754 ἀλλά τέ μιν καθύπερθεν ἐπιρρέει ur’ ἔλαιον’ 

Κ 226 ἀλλά τέ οἱ βράσσων τε νόος, λεπτὴ δέ τε μῆτις. 

Ῥ 677 ἀλλά τ᾽ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ | ἔσσντο (8c. αἰετός). 

T 165 ἀλλά τε λάθρη γνῖα βαρύνεται, ---- 

Χ 192 ἀλλά τ᾽ ἀνιχνεύων Ode ἔμπεδον, ὄφρα κεν εὕρῃ" 

ᾧ 577 ἀλλά τε καὶ περὶ δουρὶ πεπαρμένη οὐκ ἀπολήγει — 

μ' 44 ἀλλά τε Σειρῆνες λιγυρῇ θέλγουσιν ἀοιδῇ, ---- 

64 ἀλλά τε καὶ τῶν αἰὲν ἀφαιρεῖται Ais πέτρη" 
67 ἀλλά θ᾽ ὁμοῦ πίνακάς τε νεῶν καὶ σώματα φωτῶν. 
Compare also A 484, and see Monro, H. G. § 332. 
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Let us now turn for a moment to two notable passages, 
where the irregular use of the article as a relative has given rise 
to much discussion : 

A 125 ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν πολίων ἐξεπράθομεν, τὰ δέδασται, ---- 
δ 349 ἀλλὰ τὰ μέν μοι ἔειπε γέρων ἅλιος νημερτής, 
τῶν οὐδέν τοι ἐγὼ κρύψω ἔπος οὐδ᾽ ἐπικεύσω. (= p 140--1.} 
Dr. Monro (Η. 6. § 262) has suggested ἀλλά & ἃ μέν, but without 
convincing such authorities as Prof. Jebb and Prof. Platt (Journ. 
Phil. xxv. p. 99). I believe the requirements of the two cases 
would be satisfactorily met by supposing that the original readings 
were respectively :-— 
ἀλλ᾽ d re μὲν πολίων ἐξεπράθομεν, τὰ δέδασται, --- 
GAN’ ἅ τε μέν μοι ἔειπε γέρων ἅλιος νημερτής ---. 
This change is practically no more than the confusion of a single 
letter, and would establish the consistency of Homeric usage on 
this not unimportant point. 

To return however to ἀλλά τε, it will be convenient here to 
notice a passage in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite where so 
sturdy a friend even to impossibilities of tradition as the editor 
of Goodwin’s Hymni Homerici, Mr. T. W. Allen, has forsaken his 
MSS. to follow a conjecture of Gemoll’s, who displaces re in 
favour of ye in 1. 110 :— 

ov τίς τοι θεός εἶμι’ τί μ᾽ ἀθανάτῃσι ἔίσκεις ; 

ἀλλὰ καταθνητή τε, γυνὴ δέ με γείνατο μήτηρ. 
In favour of the retention of re here, I would urge that there can 
be no question but that mortality is a permanent characteristic, 
and if it be said that the position of τε is unusual, the answer is, 
it is not unexampled, as witness II 688 (= P 176) :— 

GAN’ αἰεί τε Διὸς κρείσσων νόος ἠέ περ ἀνδρῶν' — 

and in fact the principle of emphasis, so often insisted on in these 
pages, is well illustrated by the interposition of the emphasized 
adjective between ἀλλά and τε. 

In Π 688 and P 176 I should hardly have supposed any one 
would be rash enough to propose to write αἰεί ye, though indeed 
some MSS, would support the change in the former passage. But 
it seems it is equally rash to venture to set limits to the flight of 
literary rashness; for I find that this very proposal has been 


made by Barnes on the latter, where no MSS. are in its favour. 
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For my own part I accept the tradition : I believe that in these 
passages αἰεί gains in emphasis by its position, and if so, it is 
equally certain that καταθνητή in the Homeric Hymn could bear 
with advantage a like emphatic enforcement. 

υ 109] αἱ μὲν dp’ ἄλλαι εὗδον, ἐπεὶ κατὰ πυρὸν ἄλεσσαν. 

Fick’s suggestion οὗ ἄλλαι ἔθ᾽ εὗδον clearly conflicts with the 
statement that immediately follows, ἡ δὲ pi’ οὔ πω waver’. It is 
enough to assume that the familiar and trite εὗδον has displaced 
an older and afterwards obsolete ‘avov, which is even more appro- 
priate here than εὗδον itself as it conveys, not the idea that these 
domestics were soundly sleeping, but only that they were lying 
down to get rest from their labours, cf. τ 340 

κείω δ᾽ ὡς τὸ πάρος περ ἀύπνους νύκτας ἴανον. 
υ 128] ἀγρόμεναι ἀνέκαιον ἐπ᾿ ἐσχάρῃ ἀκάματον πῦρ. 

There can be little doubt that ἐγρόμεναι rather than the 
ἀγρόμεναι Of nearly all the MSS. is right. Further alteration is 
however here demanded by the metre. The true reading may 
well have been (cf. ε §9 and for τάχα ἡ 18) :— 

ἐγρόμεναι τάχ᾽ ἔκαιον ἐπ᾿ ἐσχαροῦ ἀκάματον πῦρ. 
υ 139} ἡ μὲν δέμνι᾽ ἄνωγεν ὑποστορέσαι Suppor, 

That dywye(v) for Homer was applicable to present time only, 
and ἀνώγεε (-ει, -ev) to past only is clear enough from an examina- 
tion of the passages in which these forms appear, as well as from 
the ascertained principles of grammar in the Epic period (v. Note 
on θ 305). That the tradition gives us instances reversing this 
rule only shows the force of the pressure of the later thematic 
usage. The tendency to regard «εἰ as a present termination must 
have been continually operative, and in cases where assonance 
assisted would be evidently irresistible. We have, for instance, 
this ending of a line four times repeated (Z 439, O 43, 725, € 139) 

ἐποτρύνει καὶ ἄνωγεν. 
So it ought to be: so it originally was: but our tradition gives, 
and it is not surprising :— 

ἐποτρύνει καὶ ἀνώγει. 
There are of course other passages which have been made con- 
formable to this, which have in our texts ordinarily ἀνώγει for 
ἄνωγεν, with occasionally some reminder, as in Σ 176, of the true 
reading, Π 8, = 176, T 102, Y 179, X 142, Ὦ 140 (in H 74 
ἀνώγει is subjunct., and ἀνώγῃ is La Roche’s reading), ε 139, 
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ἢ 221, € 463, p 502, φ 194 (in ο 395 ἀνώγῃ is required). In all 
these passages the word ends the line, and so has no metrical 
protection. 

When we come to consider the instances of ἄνωγεν as a past 
tense we find a similar state of things. In the Iliad I 680 is like 
{2 go possibly present in meaning. In the Odyssey we have o 103, 
a 466, v 139, ὦ 167, all at the end of the line. But we have also 
our line, » 139, which requires the substitution of an apostrophe 
for the v ἐφελκυστικόν, 

ἡ μὲν Séune ἀνώγε᾽' ὑποστορέσαι δμῳῇσι, 

as do ὃ 482, ψΨ 5368 :— 

οὕνεκά μ᾽ αὖτις ἀνώγε᾽ ἐπ᾽ ἠεροειδέα πόντον ----. 

πάντας δ᾽ évre ἀνώγε᾽ ἀρήια χερσὶν ἑλέσθαι. ---- 
and there are two recalcitrant passages. The first is ε 276 :--- 

τὴν γὰρ δή μιν ἄνωγε Καλυψώ, Sta θεάων 
ποντοπορευέμεναι ἐπ᾽ ἀριστερὰ χειρὸς ἔχοντα. 

The second is in a later book (ο 95-8). I give it in full :-- 

ἀγχίμολον δέ of ἦλθε Βοηθοΐδης "Erewve's, 

ἀνστὰς ἐξ εὐνῆς, ἐπεὶ οὐ πολὺ ναῖεν ἀπ᾽ αὐτοῦ" 

τὸν πῦρ κῆαι ἄνωγεβοὴν ἀγαθὸς Μενέλαος 

ὀπτῆσαί τε κρεῶν" 6 δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ οὐκ ἀπίθησεν ἀκούσας. 
Both these passages from beginning to end are manifest interpo- 
lations. The parody of Homeric simplicity in making the ‘ lordly 
Eteoneus’ of § 22 the non-resident housemaid and cook of the 
latter passage is equalled, if not surpassed, in absurdity by the 
grotesque order supposed to be given by Calypso to Odysseus to 
sail with the Bear to the left of his hand. Even inthe hackneyed 
effort of modern bantering humour which comes closest to this in 
flippancy, ‘Follow your nose,’ the selection is of a member which 
does not exist in duplicate, and so far we have the best of the 
ancient funny man. Other defects of expression and metre may 
be left unnoticed. The removal of either passage causes no 
difficulty in the narrative. 

Turning from the Homeric poems to the Hymns we may see 
three notable examples of this corruption in the Hymn to Demeter, 
which it may be well to correct :— 

(1) 207 ἡ δ᾽ ἀνένευσ᾽- οὐ yap θεμιτόν οἱ ἔφασκεν 

πίνειν οἶνον ἐρυθρόν, ἄνωγε δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἄλφι καὶ vdwp —. 
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Clearly the reading should be ἀνώγεε δ᾽ ἄλφι. 

(2) 297 ἤνωγ᾽ ἠυκόμῳ Δημήτερι πίονα νηὸν --- 

This and the next are solitary examples οὗ the augmented 
perf. Here it is due to the desire to escape from the elision of 
cof the dat. Read :— 

Δημήτρ᾽ ἠυκόμῳ ἠνώγεε πίονα νηὸν ---. 
(3) 348 Ζεύς με πατὴρ ἤνωγεν ἀγανὴν Περσεφόνειαν ---. 
There is of course no difficulty in restoring ἠνώγέ.. 
υ 1661] et’, ἢ dp τί σε μᾶλλον ᾿Αχαιοὶ εἰσορόωσιν 
ἧέ σ᾽ ἀτιμάζουσι κατὰ péyap, ὡς τὸ πάρος wep ; 

It is quite impossible to find in εἰσορόωσιν any contrast to 
ἀτιμάζουσι. The verb conveys nothing but the mere fact of seeing, 
unless it be supplemented in some way as by θεὸν ὥς (6 113) ἶσα 
θεῷ (ο 520), or we may have such expressions as τέρψομαι εἰσορόων 
(π 26), ἰαίνομαι εἰσορόωσα (τ 537). 

Here the flaw is ᾿Αχαιοί, which merely gives unmetrically an 
unnecessary subject to the verb. The real subject is, if I may 
express it in terms of later Greek, of κατὰ μέγαρα ‘the people in 
the hall’. I would suggest as a necessary correction something 
like :— 

ξεῖν᾽, ἢ dp τί σε μᾶλλον ὀπίζοντ᾽ εἰσορόωντες. 
But it is impossible to do more than offer a possible alternative 
for ᾿Αχαιοί here. It is at least an advantage to realize the inade- 
quacy of the tradition and its probable origin. 
v16Q9] at γὰρ δή, Εὔμαιε, θεοὶ τισαίατο λώβην. 
Perhaps al γὰρ τήνδ᾽, Εὔμαιε ----. 

υ 194] δύσμορος, ἢ τε ἔοικε δέμας βασιλῆι ἄνακτι 

ἀλλὰ θεοὶ δνόωσι πολυπλάγκτους ἀνθρώπους, 

ὁππότε καὶ βασιλεῦσιν ἐπικλώσωνται ὀιζύν. 

The last of these lines is distressingly awkward. It is a 
veritable stumbling-block. Duentzer rejects it altogether from 
his text; others try to make the best of a bad case. Perhaps 
nothing could show more clearly and easily the inadmissibility of 
the text, as it stands, than to translate 1]. 195-6 accurately, and 
then to point out in plain terms what the Greek words implicitly 
but inevitably convey. For this purpose I will take Messrs, 
Butcher and Lang’s rendering, which is quite unexceptionable :— 
‘The gods mar the goodliness of wandering men, when even for 
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kings they have woven the web of trouble.’ Or here to the very 
same effect is Dr. Monro’s literal version in his recent (1901) 
commentary :—‘ The gods mar the form of much-wandering men, 
when they decree even to kings the lot of sorrow.’ 

The only inference that can be drawn from such a statement, 
and the Greek alone is responsible for its curious absurdity, is 
this, that whereas the gods at certain periods find it necessary to 
bring affliction upon men, sparing none, not even kings, at these 
times tramps and travellers (πολύπλαγκτοι ἄνθρωποι) are severe 
sufferers, or briefly, when the gods run amuck against all and 
sundry, vagrants, &c., bear the brunt. ‘First come first served,’ 
is the motto of the gods on these occasions. It is certain the 
poet never dreamed for a moment of any such theological 
doctrine. Hence we have Ameis telling us that καὶ βασιλεῦσιν is 
a brachylogy for ‘ tiber dieselben, selbst wenn sie Konige sind’, 
and Dr. Monro telling us ‘that the words καὶ βασιλεῦσιν belong 
logically to the principal clause’, and that ‘the effect of their 
postponement is that they come in as an afterthought’, though, so 
far from being an afterthought, it is only because Odysseus looked 
like a king that ll. 195-6 are spoken at all. The governing 
thought is:—‘ but his royal bearing did not avail to save him, 
for, &c.’ 

Accordingly the real difficulty is not so much that καὶ βασι- 
λεῦσιν is in the wrong place, as that the real indirect object after 
ἐπικλώσωνται cannot be omitted by brachylogy or anything else. 
It is absolutely required in the interests of lucidity, ut iam nunc 
dicat iam nunc debentia dici. If now we read the line thus :— 

οἷσί re καὶ βασιλεῦσιν ἐπικλώσωνται ὀιζύν, 
all difficulty vanishes at once. I render the whole passage :-- 
‘But the gods reduce to sorry plight the far-wandering men, to 
whomsoever, be they even kings, they have decreed the doom of 
misery.’ 

I have one further remark to make. The epithet πολυπλά- 
yxrouvs is not to be passed over lightly. It is here almost, if not 
quite, proleptic. The ὀιζύν, ‘the doom of misery,’ is πλαγκτοσύνη. 
No worse thing can befall a man, as our own Charles II, who did 
not wish ‘to be sent again on his travels’, well knew. Compare 
again our author :— 

ο 343 πλαγκτοσύνης δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστι κακώτερον ἄλλο βροτοῖσιν. 
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υ 909} ὦ μοι ἔπειτ᾽ Ὀδυσῆος ἀμύμονος, ὅς μ᾽ ἐπὶ βουσὶν 
elo’ ἔτι τυτθὸν ἐόντα Κεφαλλήνων ἐνὶ δήμῳ. 
viv δ᾽ αἱ μὲν γίγνονται ἀθέσφατοι, οὐδέ κεν ἄλλως 
ἀνδρί γ᾽ ὑποσταχύοιτο βοῶν γένος εὐρυμετώπων" 

If the last clause be right, we surely have here the most in- 
effective and absurdly inappropriate metaphor in the whole range 
of the Homeric poems. According to the text oxen are said in 
quite a casual way to ‘sprout like corn-spikes’ (στάχυς) As an 
Aristophanic burlesque of such expressions as ‘Man cometh up 
as a flower’, ἀνέδραμεν ἔρνει ἶσος (Σ 56), φίλον θάλος, the word 
might be tolerable and laughable; but if it is to be taken 
seriously as Homeric, I would suggest to commentators—the view 
is quite a novelty—that the Poet, or we may say with some of 
our German friends the Botcher, evidently intended to compli- 
ment the cattle on the excellent development of their horns. Not 
only are these oxen vastly more numerous, but no one could show 
beasts with finer horns. Thus every suspicion of tautology is 
beautifully eliminated. 

For my own part I am not prepared to accept either (1) the full 
native comic force of the verb, or (2) the usual evasive toning- 
down of the meaning into ‘thrive,’ ‘increase,’ or again (3) the 
more exact, even if trivial, explanation just recommended to 
scholars of the mumpsimus-cult, ὑποσταχύοιτο must, I believe, 
be abjured altogether and for ever as a corruption, only respectable 
from its antiquity, which cannot be and need not be questioned. 

If now we wish to try to ascertain what the poet really said, 
the first essential is, by a new division of the transmitted words, 
in place of the somewhat awkward dativus commodi ἀνδρί γ᾽, to 
restore the more natural and suitable expression 

ἀνδρί γ᾽ ὕπο. 
I call this more natural and suitable, not only because the 
responsibility of the man is the main point, but because the term 
is strictly correlative to the preceding ἐπὶ Bovciv. The herdsman 
is ἐπὶ βουσίν, ‘in charge of the oxen’ 1. 209 (cf. ἐπ᾽ ὀΐεσσι E 137, 
Z 25, 424, A 106), and the oxen are ὑπὸ βουκόλῳ, ‘in charge of 
the herdsman.’ This slight change I advocate as a necessity, 
even supposing we maintain intact the residual verb, σταχύοιτο, 
which stript of its prepositional ornament is quite as desirable, or 
undesirable, as it was before. 
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Perhaps indeed the form, if this verb be retained, should 
rather be σταχνῷτο, as some MSS. give it, from orayvow; but 
I am not concerned to maintain this, for the whimsical oddity of 
the sense leads me, as I have said, to reject the word altogether. 
I suggest that originally the clause ran thus :— 

οὐδέ κεν ἄλλῳ 

ἀνδρί γ᾽ id’ ὡς στιχάοιτο βοῶν γένος εὐρυμετώπων" 
‘nor in charge of another, being but man, would the broad-browed 
oxen move so orderly.’ In our text στιχάοιτο would be στιχοῷτο. 

This is the proper sense of στιχάομαι, ordine composito 
progredior, ἐν τάξει πορεύομαι Et. Mag. In later times the word 
fell out of use and, as it failed to convey its proper meaning to 
the popular ear, the ingenious turn of the vulgate would naturally 
supplant it in the favour of rhapsodists and their hearers. 

ἄλλῳ is not entirely without authority: ἄλλω FH with 
a letter erased at the end, ἄλλω XU. Obviously in these instances 
ἄλλῳ must be intended, and was actually used according to 
N. Heinsius in the MS. of Vespasian Gonzaga di Columna of 
uncertain date. 

Lastly, while the palaeographic difference between the two 
readings is not very great either to the ear or to the eye, something 
may be said to show the adequacy of the new reading to the 
requirements of the passage. The speaker, Philoetius, with 
pardonable vanity is contrasting the state of affairs both with 
regard to the herds and to himself at the time when he was 
first put in charge of them by his master and now. Then, he 
says, he was a mere lad (ἔτι τυτθὸν ἐόντα), and so the task was 
almost beyond his powers: now the oxen are vastly increased in 
number, but for all that he has them under perfect control. Any 
one who has watched a herd of cows being driven to and from the 
pasture will appreciate the skill to which he lays claim. They 
do not always proceed ordine composito. He prides himself on 
being an experienced herdsman. You would not find his equal, 
much less a better, unless of course you were lucky enough to 
secure the services of a god to look after the live-stock, as the 
story tells of Admetus, B 763 :— 

ἵπποι μὲν μέγ ἄρισται ἔσαν Pypyriadao, 
τὰς Εὔμηλος ἔλαννε ---, 
τὰς ἐν ΠΙηρείῃ Ope’ ἀργυρότοξος ᾿Απόλλων. 
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In short Philoetius desires to show that the kindness of Odysseus 
to a little lad was well bestowed and not thrown away. He had 
not been a careless or incompetent herdsman. As the numbers 
of the oxen increased, so their keeper became a master-hand in 
the performance of his special work. 

υ 227] Bovxdd’, ἐπεὶ οὔτε κακῷ ovr ἄφρονι φωτὶ ἔοικας 

This line only differs from ζ 187 in beginning with βουκόλ᾽ 
instead of ξεῖν. As the crasis of -« with οὐ is a late licence, the 
best course would be to adopt ξεῖν᾽ here also. The fact is that in 
this part of the poem it is Odysseus himself who is ‘ the stranger ’ 
par excellence, and is so addressed over and over again. Hence 
it seems to have been thought unsuitable that he should use the 
term of any one else. 80 we have the gloss βουκόλος brought in 
here, in violation of Homeric, though not of Attic, scansion. 

This licence has been gratuitously imposed on λ 249 (v. Note 
there). The only instance in the Iliad (N 777) disappears in 
Dr. Leaf’s second edition. 

μέλλω, ἐπεί μ᾽ ov πάμπαν ἀνάλκιδα γείνατο μήτηρ᾽ 
has rightly replaced ἐπεὶ οὐδέ pe, and there can be little doubt 
that 5 352 should similarly be corrected to 

ἐπεί σφ᾽ οὐ ῥέξα ---. 
There will then remain only τ 314 τεύξῃ, ἐπεὶ οὐ τοῖοι σημάντορες 
which is certainly more difficult to correct. τεύξεαι᾽ οὐ τοῖοι (Bothe) 
and revfe’, ὅ τ᾽ ob τοῖοι (Menrad) seem unsatisfactory. Possibly 
revée, ἐπεί τ᾽ οὔ τοι (τ᾽ = Tot). 
which would account best for the variations of the MSS. 
υ 232] ἢὖ σέθεν ἐνθάδ᾽ ἐόντος ἐλεύσεται οἴκαδ᾽ ᾿Οδυσσ εύς. 
Read ἐλεύσεται αὗτις ᾿Οδυσσεύς. 

υ 242] ἥρτυον᾽ αὐτὰρ ὁ τοῖσιν ἀριστερὸς ἤλυθεν ὄρνις 

Read αὐτὰρ τοῖσιν. 
νυ 246] Τηλεμάχοιο φόνος" ἀλλὰ μνησώμεθα δαιτός. 

Perhaps δαιτὸς δὲ μνησόμεθ᾽ ἄλλης should be read. This non- 
thematic μνησόμεθα occurs κ 177 ἀλλ᾽ ἄγετ᾽ ---μνησόμεθα βρώμης 
μηδὲ τρυχώμεθα λιμῷ. A similar change will be required in χ 73, 
Ο 477, T 148, Q 6o1. The only remaining instance of μνησώμεθα 
is § 213 where μεμνώμεθα, as in £ 168, is probably right or at any 
rate more tolerable. 

υ 260] πὰρ δ᾽ ἐτίθει σπλάγχνων μοίρας, ἐν δ᾽ οἶνον ἔχευεν 
ἐν δέπαϊ χρνσέῳ, 
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οἶνον δ᾽ ἐνέχευε or οἶνον δέ Γ᾽ ἔχευε (ξ᾽ = For) seams better than 
Fick’s ἐνέχευε δὲ οἶνον, though that would serve. Grashof’s 
importation of χρυσείῳ Sérai is a mistake. No alteration of ἐν 
δέπαϊ χρυσέῳ is needed, unless it be that χρύσου, the gen. of 
material, should replace the adjective (v. Note on o 149). 

υ 273} οὐ yap Ζεὺς εἴασε Kpoviwy τῶ κέ μιν ἤδη 
παύσαμεν ---. 

The difficult ellipse is much too forced for the true Epic 
style. Read :— 

εἰ yap Ζεὺς εἴασε Κρονίων" τῶ κέ μιν ἤδη —. 
‘ Would that Zeus had permitted it: in that case we would ere 
now have,’ &c. 

This speech, ll. 271-4, is attributed in the tradition to 
Antinous. The two lines which make the attribution are both 
metrically imperfect 1. 270 and 1. 275. Moreover, the speech 
expresses the prevailing sentiment of the suitors as a body, not 
the opinion of any particular individual. It belongs in fact to the 
Homeric TIX. The mise en scéne is exactly parallel to p 481 ff. :— 

bs ἔφαθ᾽- of δ᾽ dpa πάντες ὑπερφιάλως νεμέσησαν'" 
ὧδε δέ τις εἴπεσκε νέων ὑπερηνορεόντων" 


(488) ὡς dp’ ἔφαν μνηστῆρες, ὁ δ᾽ οὐκ ἐμπάζετο μύθων. 
and to 373 ff. below :- 
μνηστῆρες δ᾽ dpa πάντες ---. 
(375) ὧδε δέ τις εἴπεσκε νέων ὑπερηνορεόντων" 
(384) ὡς ἔφασαν μνηστῆρες" ὁ δ᾽ οὐκ ἐμπάζετο μύθων. 
In our passage we have v 268 :— 
bs pal’, of δ᾽ dpa πάντες ὁδὰξ ἐν χείλεσι φύντες ---- 
and ll. 270 and 275 should read with Antinous dismissed ----- 
ὧδε δέ τις εἴπεσκε νέων ὑπερηνορεόντων" 
and ὡς dp’ ἔφαν μνηστῆρες" ὁ δ᾽ οὐκ ἐμπάζετο μύθων. 
υ 303] Κτήσιππον δ᾽ ἄρα Τηλέμαχος ἠνίπαπε μύθῳ" 
Κτήσιππ᾽, ἦ μάλα τοι τόδε κέρδιον ἔπλετο θυμῷ" 
The former of these lines should probably run thus :— 
τὸν δ᾽ dpa Τηλέμαχος χαλεπῷ (στυγερῷ) ἠνίπαπε μύθῳ 
The name is not really necessary, while obviously μύθῳ requires 
some epithet. In a still worse situation is θυμῷ in the second 
line. It is really quite meaningless in its present context. It is 
impossible to believe that Telemachus ironically assumes that 
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Ktesippus missed his aim on purpose (Monro), when he says the 
very reverse in the next line. We must dismiss θυμῷ in this 
sense, ‘in thy thought,’ altogether, even if a satisfactory substitute 
be not forthcoming. But it seems to me possible that with aslight 
alteration earlier in the line we may retain θυμῷ in another 
sense, thus :— 


ἦ μάλα σῷ τόδε κέρδιον ἔπλετο θυμῷ’ 
‘Assuredly this is better for thy life.’ Cf. ἐκ θυμὸν ἕλοιτο and 
Bottom’s remark in A Midsummer-Night’s Dream, ‘If you think 
I come hither as a lion, it were pity of my life.’ 
υ 309 ] ἤδη γὰρ νοέω καὶ οἶδα ἕκαστα, 

ἐσθλά τε καὶ τὰ χέρεια" πάρος δ᾽ ἔτι νήπιος ἦα. 

The above lines occur also σ 228 f., where however Aristarchus 
and Aristophanes join in disallowing the second one. Here it 
stands unquestioned, and is doubtless genuine enough except in 
one point of detail; for whatever we may be prepared to accept 
with respect to the Homeric use of the article (v. Monro, H. G. 
δὲ 256-64, whose valuable summary unfortunately takes no 
account of the possibility—nay, the probability—that in many 
cases the article is a mere modernization), it is next door to 
impossible to believe that ἐσθλά τε καὶ τὰ χέρεια is, or ever Was, 
a tolerable form of expression. It is easy to defend the τῶν 
Πελοποννησίων καὶ ᾿Αθηναίων of Thucydides ; but would that writer 
have indulged in, or would any scholar like to have to justify, 
τὸν πόλεμον Πελοποννησίων καὶ τῶν ᾿Αθηναίων ? No defence would 
be accepted for a moment, even though it took the form of 
Ameis’s comment here:—der Artikel zur Verscharfung des 
Gegensatzes. It is obvious that, if this convenient and facile 
form of pointing a contrast had been legitimate, we should have 
had somewhere about fifty or sixty instances of this type, instead 
of one,in Homer. The fact is rd here as the article is just as 
erroneous for Homer as for any other later writer. Perhaps as a 
relative something might be said in its favour; but the treatment 
would hardly be convincing. Still it brings us a step nearer to 
the suggestion I have to offer, to the effect that the vulgate has 
arisen from the obscuration and corruption of :— 

ἐσθλὰ καὶ ἅττα χέρεια. 
This would be a natural expression, whether we explain it as an 
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inversion of ἅττα ἐσθλὰ καὶ χέρεια, or as an abbreviation of the 
fuller phrase ἅττα ἐσθλὰ καὶ ἅττα χέρεια. 

Palaeographically the transition from KAIATTA to TE- 
KAITA is not very difficult; but this point need not be dwelt 
upon. It has in other forms often been elaborated by others 
elsewhere. There remains the question whether ἅττα would be 
correct Homerically for drwa. The difficulty to be surmounted is 
that our tradition seems to give only ἅσσα in Homeric verse for 
ἅτινα, 6. ῶ. :---- 

A 554 ἀλλὰ μάλ᾽ εὔκηλος τὰ φράζεαι doo’ ἐθέλῃσθα. 

K 208 ἅσσα τε μητιόωσι μετὰ σφίσιν, ---- 

Y 127 ὕστερον αὖτε Ta πείσεται ἅσσα of Alaa — 

ε 188 ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν νοέω καὶ φράσσομαι, doo’ ἂν ἐμοί rep — 

ἢ 197 πείσεται ἅσσα οἱ Αἶσα κατὰ Κλῶθές τε βαρεῖαι --- 

X74 ἀλλά με κακκῆαι σὺν τεύχεσιν, ἅσσα μοί ἐστι, 

I 367 ἄξομαι, doo ἔλαχόν ye 
But it may well be that this is only due to later transcribers, as 
the τ is certainly the older letter, d τιαὄ. Quite possibly the truth 
is revealed in such a line as :— 

σ 142 ἀλλ᾽ ὅ γε σιγῇ δῶρα θεῶν ἔχοι, ὅττι διδοῖεν, 

where ὅττι may represent a more regularly grammatical, though 
of course not absolutely necessary, drra. Still more suggestive in 
the same sense is the case of :— 

ο 317 αἶψά κεν εὖ δρώοιμι pera σφίσιν Orr ἐθέλοιεν. 
The MSS. are divided between Grr ἐθέλοιεν and ὅττι θέλοιεν 
except for the ὅτι θέλοιεν of Ὁ. Now we are pretty sure for 
obvious reasons that neither of these alternatives can be right. 
Consequently the best editions follow the conclusion arrived at by 
Lebrs and adopt in spite of all MSS. dao’ ἐθέλοιεν as the reading 
of Aristarchus. I submit that the unanimous vulgate is most 
easily accounted for if we suppose the original was :— 

ἅττ᾽ ἐθέλοιεν. 

If 950, ἐσθλὰ καὶ ἅττα χέρεια ought to satisfy the palaeographists : 
but whether they can be satisfied or not, I contend that such a 
reading has far more Homeric probability than the anomalous 
tradition. 
ν 356] ἱεμένων ἔρεβόσδε ὑπὸ Lodor 

Read κατὰ ζόφον, ‘in the darkness,’ which was already upon 
them. The vulgate is tautological as well as faulty in metre. 
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υ 358] ὃς ἔφαθ᾽, of δ᾽ dpa πάντες ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ἡδὺ γέλασσαν. 


The line recurs ¢ 376 and is essentially the same as Β 270 :-- 
of δὲ καὶ ἀχνύμενοί περ ἐπ᾽ αὐτῷ ἡδὺ γέλασσαν. 
It exhibits αὐτῷ in its ordinary later usage. Originally, as we 
inay fairly gather from A 378 :— 
ἐν γαίῃ κατέπηκτο. ὁ δὲ pada ἡδὺ γελάσσας --- 
the formula was without the pronoun and ran thus :— 
ὡς ἔφαθ᾽, of δ᾽ dpa πάντες ἐπὶ μάλα ἡδὺ γελάσσαν --- 
and indeed from this formula A 378 may in its turn be restored 
and rescued from the grip of the hiatus licitus :— 
ἐν γαίῃ κατέπηχθ᾽. ὁ δ᾽ ἐπὶ μάλα ἡδὺ γελάσσας ---. 
We may see from the above how easily the later pronouns might 
be introduced into the Homeric poems in certain places. 
υ 364] Evpipay’, οὔ τί σ᾽ ἄνωγα ἐμοὶ πομπῆας ὁπάζειν" 

Here a transposition, though not demonstrable as in ζ 60, 

seems not improbable. I suggest :— 

Εὐρύμαχ᾽, οὔ τί σ᾽ ὀπάσσαι ἐμοὶ πομπῆας ἄνωγα. 
We may be quite sure there never was such a form as ἀνώγω, as 
the Lexica imagine. Elsewhere in the Od. ἄνωγα is always found 
at the end of the line. Possibly ot τί σ᾽ ὁπαζέμεναι x. a. 
ν 374] Τηλέμαχον ἐρέθιζον ἐπὶ ξείνοις γελόωντες" 

A more manifest example of transposition than the last. 

Beivors according to Nauck requires a word beginning with 
a vowel to follow ; Τηλέμαχον emphatically does not. Read :— 

Τηλέμαχον γελόωντες ἐπὶ ξείνοις ἐρέθιζον. 
υ 3827 τοὺς ξείνους ἐν νηὶ πολυκληῖδι βαλόντες 
ἐς Σικελοὺς πέμπωμεν, ὅθεν κέ τοι ἄξιον ἄλφοι. 

Dr. Monro is clearly right in reading πέμπωμεν here for the 
vulgate πέμψωμεν, and his defence of the allusion to the Siceli 
against those who scent a diaskeuast’s work in the word may be 
taken as adequate. There remains only the difficulty of the 
plural τοὺς ξείνους or σοὺς ξείνους (v. Note on p 10) being followed 
by the clause ὅθεν κέ τοι ἄξιον ἄλφοι. I do not think Bentley’s τις 
for ro. can be regarded as entirely satisfactory. Why should τις 
have been removed in favour of τοι without leaving a trace in the 
form of a variant. Of the two τις is far more likely to have 
survived, if only for grammatical reasons. I suggest as a more 
probable original :— 

ὅθεν κέ τοι ὅδε ἄξιον ἄλφοι 
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which would afterwards properly be written :— 
ὅθεν κέ θ᾽ ὅδ᾽ ἄξιον ἄλφοι 
‘where this fellow would fetch for you what he is worth ἢ. 

The sarcasm is amusing at least. It is aimed at Odysseus, 
whose ill treatment by the suitors is never lost sight of. The 
departure of Theoclymenus gives occasion for the remarks; but 
he is a subordinate character in the poet’s scheme. Consider the 
speech from start to finish, ll. 376-83. No one surely was ever 
more unfortunate in his friends than Telemachus. There is first 
the beggar-man, elaborately described in three lines as a worthless 
fellow, ll. 377-9. Theoclymenus is dismissed in one line. Then 
comes the recommendation to send off the whole lot of his friends, 
including in all probability Eumaeus and Philoetius, to the slave- 
market over sea, where this one, already referred to as τοῦτον 
in 1. 377, would realize what he is worth, i.e. nothing at all, and 
Telemachus might pocket the money. The remainder, it is 
implied, would be even less likely to realize any thing. As an 
ironical jest this could hardly be improved, and it is counter- 
poised on the other side by the grim sarcasm of |. 392 ff. with 
which the poet ends the scene. 

The jest is not spoiled, the humour is only a little more 
restrained, if we understand by ἄξιον ‘ a decent price ’, ‘a moderate 
return,’ the implication with regard to the others being practically 
the same. 
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@ 61 εἵλετο δὲ κληῖδ᾽ ἐυκαμπέα χειρὶ παχείῃ —. 

Here we have a corruption perhaps not difficult to remedy 
with some probability, certainly not difficult to detect. Ludwich 
quotes on this passage Et. Flor. ap. Miller Mél. 308 ‘ χειρὶ παχείῃ 
σημαίνει τὸ ἐρρωμένῃ καὶ εὑτραφεῖ: ἔνιοι δὲ μετέγραψαν τὸ ‘ χερσὶ 
φίλῃσιν ’, ἵνα μὴ δοκῇ ἀκύρως ἐπὶ γυναικὶ εἰρῆσθαι τὸ “ παχείῃ". 

I do not accept this correction; but I must confess that after 
due consideration I cannot bring myself to believe that the epithet 
here attached to the hand of Penelope is anything more than an 
inopportune reminiscence, a mechanical reiteration, of the fourteen 
other instances, in which χειρὶ παχείῃ is found in reference to men 
and gods, to wit, Menelaus, Aeneas, Hector, Agamemnon, Dolon, 
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Ajax, Achilles, Asteropaeus, Odysseus, Ctesippus, Poseidon, always 
or nearly always, be it observed, in reference to strong, vigorous, 
and even violent action. 

Of this character clearly are the two instances of the use of 
the expression in respect of a goddess, the mighty Athene, when 
she picks up the huge boulder to fling at Ares, and again when 
she strikes down the weaker Artemis (ὦ 403 and 424). 

It is perhaps hardly necessary to go beyond Homer for the 
analogous application to Hera (Hymn. Apoll. 340), when she beats 
the earth vehemently in her appeal to the powers below. 

Obviously none of these passages can lend any real support 
to χειρὶ παχείῃ here, where Penelope, a gentle lady in every sense, 
is merely taking up a key, which is described as handsome and— 
an important point perhaps, for ladies in all ages of the world are 
the same in some respects—adorned with an ivory handle :— 

καλὴν χαλκείην' κώπη δ᾽ ἐλέφαντος ἐπῆεν.  (v.1. χρυσείην.) 

Moreover the whole usage is, I submit, absolutely against any 
attempt to treat the expression as stereotyped. It has surely 
no resemblance to anything of that kind. Suitableness to the 
occasion is never lost sight of save in this one instance. So far 
from being stereotyped, the case is practically unique, while no 
rendering of the tradition can make it satisfactory or even 
tolerable: ‘ with her strong hand’ (Butcher and Lang) is quite 
inappropriate, and ‘mit der fleischigen Hand’ (Ameis) strikes 
one as ἃ little too Teutonic, though both versions of course derive 
from the ἐρρωμένῃ καὶ εὐτραφεῖ quoted above. 

If these objections to the epithet hold good, as in my opinion 
they certainly do, it follows that the true reading has lapsed ; but 
if comparison be made with :— 

E 425 πρὸς χρυσέῃ περόνῃ καταμύξατο χεῖρα ἀραιήν" 
where the reference is to Aphrodite, to whom Penelope is compared 
in + 54, there seems some probability that the original ran thus 
with perfect fitness and propriety :— 
εἵλετο δὲ KAnid ἐυκαμπέα χειρὶ ἀραιῇ (i.e. [αραιῇ) 
‘with her slim hand’ or, if the recent Boer war has spoiled this 
epithet, ‘with her dainty hand.’ 

If it be asked, fairly enough, why χειρὶ ἀραιῇ should have 
been lost, while χεῖρα ἀραιήν was saved, the answer is that even 
in this matter scrupulous respect has been shown to the poet, 
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who, as it happens, never once used χεῖρα rayeiay—so no one 
could transfer, ‘convey,’ or borrow that—but many times said 
χειρὶ παχεῃ. The one has his warrant, the other has not. 
ᾧ 21] παιδνὸς ἐών" πρὸ yap ἧκε πατὴρ ἄλλοι τε γέροντες 

Ἴφιτος αὖθ᾽ ἵππους διζήμενος, al οἱ ὅλοντο 

δώδεκα θήλειαι, ὑπὸ δ᾽ ἡμίονοι ταλαεργοί: 

In Φ 21 πρὸ δέ Γ᾽ ἧκε may be restored, cf. A 195 and 208, 
and the two following lines should be read thus with an addi- 
tional comma :— 

Ἴφιτος αὖθ᾽ ἵππους διζήμενος, ai of ὄλοντο, 
δώδεκα θηλείας, ὑπὸ δ᾽ ἡμίονοι ταλαεργοί: 
$26] φῶθ᾽ Ἡρακλῆα, μεγάλων ἐπιίστορα ἔργων, 

The meaning of ἐπιίστορα is the difficulty here. Neither 
‘judge’ nor ‘having knowledge of’, the two current renderings, 
can be considered at all adequate. I suggest that following the 
indication given by the later ioropin, ‘ investigation,’ ‘ research,’ 
we should understand by éruorwp, giving full force to the pre- 
position, ‘one who goes in quest of.’ Certainly this description 
would fit the character of Heracles conceived as the knight-errant 
of antiquity, the vagus Hercules of Horace (Odes iii. 3, 9). 

φ 42] ἡ δ᾽ ὅτε δὴ θάλαμον τὸν ἀφίκετο 

Read Fév for τόν. Cf. 1 7 ἐς θάλαμον ἐὸν ἥιε (i.e. [ὸν ἐσήιε). 
@ 56] κλαῖε μάλα λιγέως, ἐκ δ᾽ ypee τόξον ἄνακτος. 

Dawes proposed τόξα as a metrical necessity: but ἤρεε is 
objectionable for the same reason. We might borrow αἴνυτο from 
1. 53, but εἵλετο is perhaps to be preferred, as the imperfect is not 
quite suitable here. In 1. 53 κατὰ πασσάλου, as appears from 
ὀρεξαμένη, is more appropriate than ἀπό, which may have come in 
from the recollection of E 209. 
$89] ἀλλ᾽ ἀκέων δαίνυσθε καθήμενοι, ---- 

"Avew should be read (v. Journ. Phil. xxiv. p. 274), unless 
we accept from Eustathius ἀλλὰ καὶ ds. Van Leeuwen and 
da Costa suggest ἀλλ᾽ dy’ ἀκήν, which is quite possible. 

ᾧ 98] ὖ τοι ὀιστοῦ ye πρῶτος γεύσεσθαι ἔμελλεν ---. 

The particle ye here must strike every one as curious and 
abnormal. In sense it appears to give emphasis to ὀιστοῦ, 
which is already sufficiently emphasized by its position; in its 
metrical effect it is hard to parallel and seems somewhat 
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suggestive of choking, though I -hope no one will believe the 
poet had any such malicious intention. Few however will be 
disposed to disagree with van Leeuwen and da Costa in their 
brief pronouncement ‘ versus durior’. Unfortunately they pro- 
ceed to suggest, though only tentatively, a violent cure—remedium 
durius morbo—thus :— 
ἦ τοι γεύσεσθαί ye ὀιστοῦ πρῶτος ἔμελλε. 
I venture to think that the line may be successfully treated 
by a far easier process than this attempt to bring forward the 
verb for ye to emphasize, with the additional novelty of a hiatus 
too hastily deemed licitus by many scholars. 
Duentzer (with needless severity) condemns the three lines 
g8—-roo, Rejecting this alternative I offer as a true restoration 
of the line to its original shape :— 
7 τοι ὀιστοῦ 6 γε πρῶτος γεύσεσθαι ἔμελλεν. 
This appears to me simple and satisfactory. Palaeographically 
the extant corruption from ὀιστόο 6 ye is easy. Cf. Notes on 
λ 52, ¥ 92, d 228. 
The introduction of the pronoun at once resolves the discord 
and makes ye perfectly regular and intelligible. If it needs 
illustration, the position of the pronoun is the same as in :— 
I 620 9, καὶ Πατρόκλῳ 6 γ᾽ ἐπ᾿ ὀφρύσι νεῦσε σιωπῇ —. 
M 240 εἴτ᾽ ἐπ᾿ ἀριστερὰ τοί γε ποτὶ ζόφον ἠερόεντα. 

Cf. η 32, » 61. 

ᾧ 1137 καὶ δέ κεν αὐτὸς ἐγὼ τοῦ τόξου πειρησαίμην" 

The place of the article τοῦ may with advantage be filled 
by τόδε as an acc. of the Internal Object (H. 6. § 133). The 
twenty-first book of the Odyssey has the doubtful distinction of 
possessing the only three examples of τόξον with the later article : 
but as the word occurs here forty-six times out of a total of fifty- 
nine in the whole Odyssey, this is not altogether surprising. In 
the Iliad we find fifty examples of this noun, and the article 
seems never associated. The second occurrence is 1. 305 :— 

ὡς καὶ col μέγα πῆμα πιφαύσκομαι, al κε τὸ τόξον 
ἐντανύσῃς" 
where an easy and probable correction would be :— 
ai xe σὺ τόξον. 
Thirdly we have I. 378 Τηλεμάχῳφ' τὰ δὲ τόξα φέρων, where ὃ δέ 
has disappeared for an obvious reason. In the present case 
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τόδε τόξον almost invites corruption into τοῦ τόξου, and seems 
a far more likely original than any such metrical equivalent as 
τάχα, μάλα, OF τότε. 
177} πὰρ δ᾽ ἐτίθει δίφρον τε μέγαν καὶ κῶας ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, 

182] πὰρ δὲ φέρων δίφρον θῆκεν καὶ κῶας ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῦ, ᾿ 

The original ending of both these lines and of τ 97 is 

perhaps recoverable from π 47 :— 
καὶ κῶας ὕπερθεν 
Similarly we have in τ ΟἹ :— 
δίφρον ἐύξεστον καὶ ἐπ᾿ αὐτῷ κῶας ἔβαλλεν" 
where the true correction is hardly τῷ ἔπι, which naturally suggests 
itself, but rather :-— 
καθύπερθε δὲ κῶας ἔβαλλεν. 

Compare Hymn. Dem. 196--- καθύπερθε δ᾽ ἐπ᾿ ἀργύφεον βάλε κῶας. 
φ 195} ποῖοί κ᾿ εἶτ᾽ ᾿δυσῆι ἀμυνέμεν, εἴ ποθεν ἔλθοι 

ὧδε μάλ᾽ ἐξαπίνης καί τις θεὸς αὐτὸν ἐνείκαι ; 

For the weak and unepic αὐτόν read αὐτίκ, The point 
is that they would have to decide at once, without much time for 
deliberation. In 1. 195 the elision of « of the dat. has, I believe, 
caused the loss of a preposition. Restore :— 

᾿Οδυσῇ᾽ ἐπαμυνέμεν. 
For the treatment of Ὀδυσῆι before ἃ vowel the traditional 
variants in « 398 and ν 35 should be noted. Even Ludwich 
has ’Odvo7’ in the former, but an absurd Ὀδυσῇ in the latter. 

Here and in 1. 197 where μνηστήρεσσ᾽ ἐπαμύνοιτ᾽ should 
be read, the compound verb is better than the simple one, just as 
‘help’ is better than ‘ defend ’ in both places. 

211] εὐξαμένον ἐμὲ αὖτις ὑπότροπον οἴκαδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι. 
χ 35 ὦ κύνες, οὔ μ᾽ ἔτ᾽ ἐφάσκεθ᾽ ὑπότροπον οἴκαδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι ----. 

Fick’s transposition of οἴκαδ᾽ and αὖτις is obviously right in 
itself, and derives support from Hymn. Apoll. 476 :— 

τὸ πρίν, ἀτὰρ νῦν οὐκ ἔθ᾽ ὑπότροποι αὖτις ἔσεσθε ---. 
The expression is found twice in the Iliad :-- 
Z 367 ob yap old ἣ ἔτι σφιν ὑπότροπος Loma: aires, — 
5O1 οὐ γάρ μιν ἔτ᾽ ἔφαντο ὑπότροπον ἐκ πολέμοιο 
ἵξεσθαι ----. 
Now in χ 35 it appears from Z 501 that besides writing αὖτις for 
οἴκαδ᾽ we should have a fut. infin. after ἐφάσκετε, 80 that the true 
reading, as Hymn. Apoll. 476 indicates, must have been :— 
ὦ κύνες, οὔ μ᾽ ἔτ᾽ ἐφάσκεθ᾽ ὑπότροπον αὖτις ἔσεσθαι. 
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Indeed there is some probability that ὑπότροπός εἶμι is the original 
expression, and that ἱκέσθαι, ἵξομαι, and ἵξεσθαι represent an older 
ἔσεσθαι, ἔσσομαι, and ἔσσεσθαι. Still the redundancy is not 
perhaps enough to justify our making any change save in y 35. 
On the other hand Z 501 might with advantage be read thus :— 
ov yap δή F ἔτ᾽ ἔφασκον ὑπότροπον ἐκ πολέμοιο ---. 
ᾧ 218] ὄφρα μ᾽ ἐὺ γνῶτον πιστωθῆτόν τ᾽ ἐνὶ θυμῷ, 

A manifest interpolation, as the verbe indicate clearly. 

ᾧ 228] παύεσθον κλαυθμοῖο ydou τε, μή τις ἴδηται 
ἐξελθὼν μεγάροιο, ἀτὰρ εἴπῃσι καὶ εἴσω. 

For ἴδηται Fick has suggested ἵκηται, which, though tolerable 
enough in itself, seems so incompatible with the following 
ἐξελθών, that we should then be tempted to substitute ἔκτοσθε, 
or something equivalent, for the disabled participle. Van 
Leeuwen and da Costa offer ἀκούσῃ doubtfully. This does not 
clash seriously with ἐξελθών, but it leaves the corruption to 
ἴδηται quite incomprehensible. Perhaps ἴδηται is not so much 
at fault as τις, which is not really required at all by the 
Homeric idiom. The participle alone is sufficient, as could be 
shown by many instances, e.g. ε 400 ὅσσον τε yéywve βοήσας. 
I incline to think we might safely read :— 

μή τι βίδηται (cf. A 522, κ 24). 

But I am more concerned to deal with 1. 229, which, as it 
stands, suffers from two defects. Firstly, there is the hiatus in 
the third foot, allowed by some, it is true, but in reality a fault 
and, as I have had occasion frequently to note, attended in 
most cases, as it is here, by some other difficulty. Secondly, 
and this may be taken to be the serious part of the matter, the 
clause ἀτὰρ εἴπῃσι καὶ εἴσω, fairly rendered by ‘but should 
tell it inside too’, coheres hardly, or not at all, with the pre- 
ceding words. We have drdp properly used in the immediate sequel, 
in the very next lines. Here is the passage as it continues :-— 

ἀλλὰ προμνηστῖνοι ἐσέλθετε, μηδ᾽ ἅμα πάντες, 

πρῶτος ἐγώ, μετὰ δ᾽ ὕμμες: ἀτὰρ τόδε σῆμα τετύχθω" 
In ]. 229 however ἀτάρ is distinctly a disturbing element, which 
cannot well be ignored. The remedy I suggest is to read the 
line thus :— 

ἐξελθὼν μεγάρου, ὁ δ᾽ ἄφαρ εἴπῃσι καὶ εἴσω, 
‘and he should tell it at once inside also.’ 
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The pronoun ὁ would easily be lost, as μεγάρου ὃ would be 
written μεγάροιο ὃ, cf. d 98, p. 376; so beyond the addition 
of δ᾽ there is only the easy change of ἀτάρ into ἄφαρ. The 
superiority of the latter here is sufficiently obvious, and the 
corruption may with great probability be traced to the presence 
of ἀτάρ in 1. 231. 

It would hardly be satisfactory to leave unnoticed a line, 
which undoubtedly bears a strong formal resemblance to the 
one that has been here dealt with. I refer to x 373 :— 

ὄφρα γνῷς κατὰ θυμόν, ἀτὰρ εἴπῃσθα καὶ Aw —. 
I need not say dogmatically that γνῷς is incorrect for γνώῃς, 
but assuredly we should gain rather than lose by reading :-— 
ὄφρα γνοὺς κατὰ θυμὸν ἄφαρ εἴπῃσθα καὶ ἄλλῳ, 
and this I offer as the real solution of this curious coincidence. 
ᾧ 244] és δ᾽ dpa καὶ τὼ Spire ἴτην θείου ᾿᾽Οδυσῆος. 

This is erroneous not only because of the hiatus but because 

τὼ δμῶε is inadmissible. Is it not next door to a certainty that 
és δ᾽ dpa καὶ τὼ δώματ᾽ ἴτην θείου ᾿Οδυσῆος. 

is the true reading? Compare B 259 :— 
μνηστῆρες δ᾽ ἐς δώματ᾽ ἴσαν θείον ᾿᾽Οδυσῆος. 

ὃ 621, v 248, B 394, δα. 

259] τίς δέ xe τόξα τιταίνοιτ᾽ ; ἀλλὰ ἕκηλοι 
κάτθετ᾽ " ἀτὰρ πελέκεάς γε καὶ εἴ κ᾿ εἰῶμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν" οὐ μὲν γάρ rw’ ἀναιρήσεσθαι ὀίω 
ἐλθόντ᾽ ἐς μέγαρον Λαερτιάδεω ᾿Οδυσῆος. 

It can hardly be doubted that apart from the merely verbal 
depravations of weAdxeas for πελέκυς and εἰῶμεν for ἐάωμεν the 
sentence ἀτὰρ... ἑστάμεν has suffered in transmission. The 
extent of the corruption is very uncertain; but perhaps the 
simplest method of restoring a tolerable reading would be to 
substitute αὖθι for εἴ xe:— 

ἀτὰρ πελέκυς ye καὶ αὖθ᾽ ἐάωμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν" 

‘ But let us leave all the axes to stand just where they are.’ 

This might serve: but καὶ av& inevitably suggests κατ᾽ 
αὖθ᾽ or καταῦθ᾽, and we arrive at :— 

ἀτὰρ wedéxus ye καταῦθ᾽ ἐάωμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν" 

‘ But the axes let us leave them all to stand where they are.’ 
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Other suggestions have been made καὶ (or κατ ἦκ᾽ εἰῶμεν 
Bothe: κεν fx’ εἰῷμεν Bergk: καὶ εὖ κ᾽ cigpe Axt. This last 
may be immediately dismissed as giving an absolutely in- 
admissible position to xe. Moreover neither ἧκα nor εὖ is very 
attractive or appropriate here. 

If we regard palaeographic considerations only, κεῖθι ‘yonder ἢ 
would represent the traditional εἴ κε more closely than αὖθι 
does: but this would necessitate either the omission of ye (om. 
GX et in lac. cod, A Ariston. Π 559 [Ludwich]) :-— 

ἀτὰρ πελέκυς καὶ xe ἑάωμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν " 
or the slight change οὗ καί into κε and οὗ εἰῶμεν into the 
optative with Bergk and Axt, εἰῷμεν, i.e. ἑάοιμεν, as it ought 
to be written. Unfortunately, however, the caesura is then 
most unsatisfactory :— 
ἀτὰρ πελέκυς γέ xe xe ἑάοιμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν" 
‘ But all the axes we might leave to stand yonder.’ 
It seems then a choice has to be made between :— 
(1) ye καὶ αὖθ' 
(2) ye καταῦθ᾽ (κατ᾽ adf) 
(3) καὶ nei? 
and the second should I think be preferred, if only because xai 
gives an overdue emphasis to the following adverb. 

Perhaps Duentzer’s πελέκεας δυοκαίδεκ᾽ ἐῶμεν may be worth 
recording for its misdirected ingenuity. It is unmetrical because 
of the diaeresis in the fourth foot and makes ἅπαντας quite 
inadmissibly prosaic. Even as matters stand, Prof. Hartman 
with too severe a logic condemns ἅπαντας as corrupt. To me the 
word, though it be logically superfluous, seems natural and 
right. 

For the rest, ἀναιρήσεσθαι is probably a modernization that 
has displaced ἀναρρήσεσθαι, i.e. ἀναξρήσεσθαι, as suggested in 
the Note on a 403 ἢ. 

As the result of the considerations here tentatively advanced 
the passage would, I believe, gain, if not its pristine purity, at 
least some amelioration of its present harshness by being read 
thus :— 
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κάτθετ᾽" ἀτὰρ πελέκυς ye καταῦθ᾽ ἐάωμεν ἅπαντας 
ἑστάμεν᾽ ov μὲν γάρ τιν᾽ ἀναρρήσεσθαι ὀίω 
ἐλθόντ᾽ ἐς μέγαρον Λαερτιάδεω Ὀδυσῆος. 

ᾧ 403 οἶνός σε τρώει μελιηδής, ὅς τε καὶ ἄλλους 
βλάπτει, ὃς ἄν μιν χανδὸν Ay μηδ᾽ αἴσιμα πίνῃ. 

The correction οὗ ὃς dy to 6 κεν does not seem satisfactory. 
The generality of the clause makes against xe. It would be more 
in accordance with epic usage to read :— 

ὅτις μιν χανδὸν ἕλῃ —, 
as in such passages as v 187 :— of τε Kat ἄλλους 
ἀνθρώπους πέμπουσιν, ὅτις σφέας εἰσαφίκηται (= π᾿ 227-8). 
Also a 352, μ 66, v. Η. 6. § 283. 
ᾧ 318] μηδέ τις ὑμείων τοῦ γ᾽ εἵνεκα θυμὸν ἀχεύων 
ἐνθάδε δαινύσθω, ἐπεὶ οὐδὲ μὲν οὐδὲ ἔοικεν. 

With these words Penelope concludes her repudiation of the 
idea that she would regard the success of the beggar-man in his 
attempt to bend the bow as giving him a claim to her hand in 
marriage. He himself, she says, is under no such delusion ; 
neither, she proceeds, ought any of the suitors to be so. There 
is however a marked peculiarity of expression in these two lines, 
which has not escaped the attention at any rate of the latest 
editor Dr; Monro. He points out truly enough that ‘the 
logical predicate is θυμὸν ἀχεύων, the sense being, “let no one 
of you that feast here vex his soul on that account.” ’ 

So true is this, that had the first line only appeared with 
ἀχεύοι or an equivalent imperative :— 

μηδέ τις ὑμείων τοῦ γ᾽ εἵνεκα θυμὸν ἀχεύοι. 
if the speech had ended so, the meaning would have been 
sufficient and complete in itself. The next line therefore—and 
this is the main strand of my argument—merely adds what may 
be called subordinate detail to the principal prohibition. More- 
over to some extent the main proposition is thrown into the 
background by this lengthy appendix of less important matter. 
To use a familiar illustration, the tail is as long as the dog. 
The only poetical and really effective arrangement would be 
that the chief predication should come last, after the subordinate 
detail, and this is probably the way the lines should stand, if we 


wish to have them as originally uttered by the poet :— 
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μηδέ τις ὑμείων, ἐπεὶ οὐδὲ μὲν οὐδὲ ἔοικεν, 

ἐνθάδε δαινύσθω τοῦ γ᾽ εἵνεκα θυμὸν ἀχεύων. 
‘Let no one οὗ you—it would not indeed be meet so to do— 
while he feasts here, on that score vex his soul.’ 

Now if nothing could have been urged against this couplet as 
tradition gives it save the hiatus in the third foot of |. 319, it 
would perhaps have availed little to raise any question about 
its correctness. Still this hiatus is at least confirmatory evidence 
in favour of the change now made. 

The new order of the words certainly conveys Penelope’s 
meaning with enhanced emphasis and effect, and if no hiatus 
licitus be left in the lines, surely no one need vex his soul on 
that score. 

ᾧ 335} πατρὸς δ᾽ ἐξ ἀγαθοῦ γένος εὔχεται ἔμμεναι vids. 

ὕ 1685 this line be a mere interpolation, and as such be 
removed altogether from the text, υἱός which throws the con- 
struction into confusion (v. & 113) should, I suggest, be changed 
to αὐτός, ‘his own tale is —.’ 

@ 3631 πλαγκτέ; τάχ᾽ αὖ σ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὕεσσι κύνες ταχέες κατέδονται ---. 

There is not much use for αὖ in this sentence. Probably :— 

τάχα σ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὕεσσι —. 
The lengthening of the short syllable is justified by M 231, Y 434, 
σ 77, $ 219, ζ I51, « 293, « 238, A 219. 
ᾧ 393] εἰσορόων ᾽᾿Οδυσῆα. ὁ δ᾽ ἤδη τόξον ἐνώμα ---. 

Read Ὀδυσῆ. ὁ δ᾽ ap ἤδη ---. 

There is good warrant for the elision at the end of ἃ 
clause in this place in the verse, cf. N 192 σμερδαλέῳ κεκάλυφθ᾽ 
ὁ δ᾽ dp ἀσπίδος —, A 156, E 731, € 520, &c. 

ᾧ 402] al γὰρ δὴ τοσσοῦτον ὀνήσιος ἀντιάσειεν, 
ὡς οὗτός ποτε τοῦτο δυνήσεται ἐντανύσασθαι. 

This is the speech of one of the suitors, as they all watch 
Odysseus handling and examining his bow. Dr. Monro in his 
note says it is a piece of poetical irony and translates thus :— 
‘Would that the fellow (otros) may benefit by it in proportion 
as he is sure of being able to string this bow.’ ‘As he shall be 
able’ is perhaps necessary, as the measure is not the confidence 
of Odysseus in his own ability to perform the feat, but his 


power to do so. ‘ May his profit equal his achievement,’ is the 
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sense. The implication is, that both will be nil. The irony is 
twofold. First on the part of the suitor, who evidently does 
not believe that the beggar-fellow will be able to string the 
bow. Secondly, on the part of the poet, who wishes his hearers 
to see that the wish was really fulfilled, but not as the speaker 
intended. 

There are, however, some serious objections to the passage 
as it stands. οὗτος properly belongs to the first clause; τοσσοῦτον 
and ws are not satisfactory correlatives; and last, but not least, 
ποτέ in the second clause has no meaning whatever and is most 
judiciously ignored by all the commentators and translators. So 
far now from thinking the temporal adverb is of little moment, 
it seems to me to be a crucial point and to afford a valuable 
clue towards the complete restoration of this embarrassed couplet, 
which in short I propose to read thus :— 

at yap δὴ τὼς οὗτος ὀνήσιος ἀντιάσειεν, 

ὡς οὔ τίς ποτε τοῦτο δυνήσεται ἐντανύσασθαι. 
‘ May this fellow find blessing (i.e. have his attempt blest with 
success, cf. ὀνήμενος β 33, &c.) so and no otherwise, as one and 
all shall never be able to string this bow.’ 

The negative is necessarily implied by ποτέ, and as soon as 
this fact is recognized, the rest follows with the utmost facility. 

When rws had become obsolete, the transliteration of 
tocoyroc, i.e. τὼς otros, into τοσοῦτος would be inevitable, and 
the pressure of metre and meaning would soon evolve tlie 
traditional τοσσοῦτον (cf. B 330 τώς and τόσσ᾽ Aristarchus). 
Then follows the necessary change of ov ris into otros, with the 
result that the unfortunate ποτέ is left forsaken and friendless, 
positively in a state of suspended animation, as we see it in our 
texts. 

For τώς with its correlative ὡς compare Γ 415 :— 

τὼς δέ σ᾽ ἀπεχθήρω, ὡς viv ἔκπαγλα φίλησα. 

Clearly, as everybody is sure to fail in the attempt, the 
ironical suitor in Wishing Odysseus success so far as is compatible 
with this universal failure, which is to last for ever, gives way 
very little. 

4 406] ὃς ὅτ᾽ ἀνὴρ φόρμιγγος ἐπιστάμενος καὶ ἀοιδῆς 
ῥηϊδίως ἐτάνυσσε νέῳ περὶ κόλλσπι χορδήν, 
ἅψας ἀμφοτέρωθεν ἐυστρεφὲς ἔντερον olds, — 
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It is a surprise that the peg (κόλλοψ) to which the string 
is fastened should be represented as ‘new’. Duentzer very 
properly thought that the newness should rather belong to the 
string and proposed to read νέην. More recently Prof. Tyrrell has 
suggested ἐτάνυσσεν ἑῷ, which Dr. Monro in his edition (p. 288) 
seems to approve. 

I believe the problem can be solved satisfactorily by changing 
one letter only. I would read :— 

ῥηϊδίως ἐτάνυσσε vow περὶ κόλλοπι χορδήν, 
‘ Easily stretches a string skilfully about the peg ’. 
For confirmatory evidence let me quote :— 
£319 ἡ δὲ μάλ᾽ ἡνιόχενεν, ὅπως ἅμ᾽ ἑποίατο πεζοὶ 
ἀμφίπολοί τ᾽ ᾿Οδυσεύς re νόῳ δ᾽ ἐπέβαλλεν ἱμάσθλην. 
196 οὐ γάρ πως ἂν θνητὸς ἀνὴρ τάδε μηχανόῳτο 
ᾧ αὐτοῦ ye νόῳ, — 

Hymn. Herm. 484 φθεγγομένη παντοῖα vow χαρίεντα διδάσκει ----. 
These passages establish the use of νόῳ in the sense of ‘ with 
skill’, ‘ with intelligence’; in prose we have σὺν νόῳ. 

Here it is the trained skill of the artist that enables him to 
do the work easily. 

ᾧ 424] ἘΤηλεμαχ᾽ οὔ σ᾽ ὁ ξεῖνος ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἐλέγχει 
ἥμενος, οὐδέ τι τοῦ σκοποῦ ἥμβροτον οὐδέ τι τόξον ----. 

The article in its full later use appears twice in these lines. 
For ὁ ξεῖνος see Note on p 11, and for τοῦ σκοποῦ, the only instance 
with σκοπός, read :— 

— οὐδ᾽ ἄρα τι σκοποῦ —. 
οὐδέ τί που would be closer to the tradition ; but this is not a case 
in which palaeographic indications can be relied upon in any great 
degree. The combination οὐδ᾽ dpa is too well known to require 
illustration. 


BOOK XXII ΚΑ. 


X 5] οὗτος μὲν δὴ ἄεθλος ἀάατος ἐκτετέλεσται" 

It does not seem at all satisfactory to render ἀάατος either 
‘decisive ? (Monro) or ‘ terrible’ (Butcher and Lang), πολυβλαβές 
(Schol. V), or the reverse ‘ harmless ’ (Schneider). 

I suggest that the sense is ‘ flawless’, in American language 
the contest is ‘straight’; there is nothing one-sided or under- 
handed about it. It cannot be marred or spoiled by any trick 
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The winner would succeed by virtue of an absolute superiority, 
which would be brought out by the contest :— 
ov γὰρ ὀίω 
ῥηιδίως τόδε τόξον ἐύξοον ἐντανύεσθαι. 

Buttmann’s ‘inviolable’ is not far from the mark in itself, but 
his further explanation ‘that which we ought not to speak 
slightingly of’, ‘honourable,’ ‘ distinguished,’ is not of the 
slightest value. The Greeks were quite familiar with contests 
that were won by indirect means, e.g. Atalanta’s race, the chariot- 
race of Pelops. This contest is ‘unimpeachable’ in two respects, 
(1) in its perfect fairness, every competitor having an equal 
chance, and (2) in the fact that it was a real test and would 
require a display of exceptional strength and skill on the part of 
the victor. It is ‘faultless’, because no one would have any 
ground of complaint, whatever might be the issue, It is in fact 
8. genuine match, not-damaged by any suspicion of unfairness. 
Χ 21] σῖτός re κρέα τ᾽ ὀπτὰ φορύνετο. τοὶ δ᾽ ὁμάδησαν 

μνηστῆρες κατὰ δώμαθ', ὅπως ἴδον ἄνδρα πεσόντα, 

ἐκ δὲ θρόνων ἀνόρονσαν ὀρινθέντες κατὰ δῶμα, 

πάντοσε παπταίνοντες ἐυδμήτους ποτὶ τοίχους" 

οὐδέ πῃ ἀσπὶς ἔην οὐδ᾽ ἄλκιμον ἔγχος ἑλέσθαι. 

νείκειον δ᾽ Ὀδυσῆα χολωτοῖσιν ἐπέεσσιν. 

Duentzer deleted from the passage Il. 24-5. Kirchhoff, with 
whom Dr. Monro (1891) agrees, regards the two lines and 
‘probably 1. 23’ as a spurious later addition. Since the suitors 
do not yet think they are in any personal danger, imagining as 
they do that Antinous had been slain by an accident, there is no 
occasion for them to look for weapons on the walls. This argu- 
ment seems quite sound, and disposes of ll. 24-5; but I must 
demur altogether to the inclusion of the graphic ]. 23 in this 
condemnation. It seems to me morally certain that this line is 
genuine, and equally certain, as I will try to show, that 1. 22 is 
not. The only real objection to 1. 23 is that xara δῶμα virtually 
repeats the κατὰ δώμαθ᾽ (δῶμα F PZ) of 1.22, But what if 1. 22 
be the real offender? My objection to ]. 22 is that it is useless 
and manifestly owes its origin to a supposed necessity to define 
precisely who are meant by the τοί in τοὶ δ᾽ ὁμάδησαν, There 
is of course no such necessity, as may easily be shown. When- 
ever there is no real ambiguity, rot δέ (οἱ 5€) is used frequently 
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without further definition. A striking example of this is ὦ 205, 
where the persons referred to have not been brought directly 
forward since the conclusion of the last book. So A 618, Ψ 26, 
€ 200, 5 1, x 109, and passim. 

The interpolator having then for the reason mentioned 
written down μνηστῆρες, which explains τοί most correctly, then 
borrowed xara δώματα from the end of the next line and finally 
completed his verse by a happy reminiscence of A 748 :-— 

ἔτρεσαν ἄλλυδις ἄλλος, ἐπεὶ ἴδον ἄνδρα πεσόντα ---, 
with a slight contamination of 459 ὅπως ἴδον. The passage 
would accordingly originally read thus :— 
σῖτός τε κρέα τ᾽ ὀπτὰ φορύνετο. τοὶ δ᾽ ὁμάδησαν 
ἐκ δὲ θρόνων ἀνόρονσαν ὀρινθέντες κατὰ δῶμα, 
νείκειον δ᾽ ᾽οδυσῆα χολωτοῖσιν ἐπέεσσιν. 
X55] ὀ ἀτὰρ ἄμμες ὄπισθεν ἀρεσσάμενοι κατὰ δῆμον, 
ὅσσα τοι ἐκπέποται καὶ ἐδήδαται ἐν μεγάροισι, 
τιμὴν ἀμφὶς ἄγοντες ἐεικοσάβοιον ἕκαστος, 
χαλκόν τε χρυσόν T ἀποδώσομεν, εἰς 6 κε σὸν κῆρ 
ἰανθῇ" πρὶν δ᾽ οὗ τι νεμεσσητὸν κεχολῶσθαι. 

This passage has suffered severely at the hands, in all pro- 
bability, of the rhapsodists. The commentators are undoubtedly 
right in seeing in xara δῆμον an intimation that a contribution 
would be levied on the community; but neither κατὰ δῆμον alone 
Nor ἀρεσσάμενοι κατὰ δῆμον expresses any such thing. Nor again 
can ἀρεσσάμενοι Mean ‘ making it good ’: it merely means ‘ gratify- 
ing thee’ in the most general sense, as in 0 415. This, I believe, 
is what the rhapsodists intended 1. 55 to convey :—‘ But hereafter 
we throughout the land gratifying thee,’ i.e. ‘ by way of giving 
thee satisfaction ’. And this is the only possible meaning of the 
words as they stand. The poet on the other hand really meant 
what the commentators try in vain to extract from the text, which 
the rhapsodists have deliberately altered in order to prevent the 
possibility of its being supposed that these island-princes con- 
templated such a mean proceeding as a public levy or collection 
to pay their personal liabilities. This ἀπρεπές could not be 
tolerated. But we, who are no more concerned to maintain an 
artificial dignity for Achaean princes than the Greeks themselves 
for Phaeacian lords (ν 14), may restore to Homer his own line :— 
ἀτὰρ dupes ὄπισθεν ἀγειρόμενοι κατὰ δῆμον ---. 
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But more is necessary here: ll. 56 and 57 must be removed 
altogether as intruders. The former has no tolerable construction 
in the passage at all, and the latter has rightly been removed by 
Fick. Clearly the naming of an exact value is incompatible with 
the vaguer limitation of εἰς 6 xe, &c. 

Lastly, ἰανθῇ cannot be accepted in place of ἰανθήῃ, the real 
epic form of the aor. subj. pass. This remedy, however, is easy to 
find. He says ‘ we will pay thee bronze and gold ’, eis 6 xe σὸν κῆρ 
iaivy, ‘ until ἐξ warms thy heart,’ that is, until our paying so much 
makes you forget your wrongs. The mistake arises from regard- 
ing «jp 88 nom. instead of acc. cf. o 376(Note). The need for the 
pronoun σόν now becomes apparent. 

The whole passage would read thus :— 

ἀτὰρ ἄμμες ὄπισθεν ἀγειρόμενοι κατὰ δῆμον 
χαλκόν τε χρυσόν τ᾽ ἀποδώσομεν, εἷς ὅ κε σὸν κῆρ 
ἰαίνῃ" πρὶν δ᾽ οὗ τι νεμεσσητὸν κεχολῶσθαι. 
X 103] αὐτός τ᾽ ἀμφιβαλεῦμαι ἰών, δώσω δὲ συβώτῃ 
καὶ τῷ βουκόλῳ ἄλλα’ τετευχῆσθαι γὰρ ἄμεινον. 

It is usual to look for some expression of feeling conveyed by 
the article. Here in τῷ βουκόλῳ there is neither aversion nor 
contrast ; there is simply conupeton of the text. Read :— 

καὶ τόσα βονκόλῳ ἄλλα 
sc. τεύχεα, ἃ simple and natural expression, not to be confused 
with the ἄλλο τόσον of X 322, Ψ 454, to which its extinction here 
may be partly due. 
X14] ὃς δ᾽ αὕτως τὼ δμῶε δνέσθην τεύχεα καλά, 

Probably ὡς δ᾽ αὕτως καὶ δμῶε ---- The other offender is ¢ 244. 
X 16] αὐτὰρ ὅ γ᾽, ὄφρα μὲν αὐτῷ ἀμύνεσθαι ἔσαν ἰοί, 

There is no variant of moment in our MSS. except ἀμύνασθαι, 
which has some aupparts still the preceding l, 106 :— 

οἷσε θέων, ciws μοι ἀμύνεσθαι rap ὀιστοί, ---- 
of which this l. 116 is the formal repetition, almost as much, to 
take a familiar example, as are words duly delivered by a 
messenger, makes it very doubtful whether the gross hiatus in the 
fifth foot—not even licitus—ought really to be tolerated. 

This feeling of doubt is considerably increased and deepened, 
when we remember how unwilling the ancient grammarians have 
frequently shown themselves to acquiesce in the ellipse of the 
substantive verb, as it is called, in past time. Copious illustra- 
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tions of this—shall I call it?—desire for abstract completeness 
having led to the production of whole lines of varying merit might 
easily be given. The phenomenon is tolerably familiar to all 
students of Homer, y. Notes on ὃ 694 and w 336. 

One instance of the kind is particularly interesting, because 
we possess through Aristonicus the valuable criticism upon it of 
Aristarchus himself :— 

Φ 569 ἐν δὲ ἴα ψνχή, θνητὸν δέ ἔξ hac’ ἄνθρωποι 

ἔμμεναι" αὐτάρ οἱ Κρονίδης Ζεὺς κῦδος ὀπάζει. 
In the former line ἐν δέ ῥ᾽ ἴα ψυχή should be read (ἢ ΞΞ ἔοι). On 
the latter here is the scholium :— 

ἀθετεῖται, ὅτι ὡς ἐλλείποντος τοῦ λόγον ἐνέταξέ τις αὐτόν. δεῖ δὲ 
τῷ "θνητὸν δέ ἔ φασ᾽ ἄνθρωποι᾽ προσυκακούειν τὸ εἶναι. καὶ ὅτι 
ἐπιφερόμενον τὸ “ αὐτάρ οἱ Κρονίδης Ζεὺς κῦδος ὀπάζει᾽ ἐναντίον ἐστι 
τῷ προτρέποντι τὸν ᾿Αγήνορα ἀντιστῆναι τῷ ᾿Αχιλλεῖ. 

This is pretty conclusive against ® 570, and there are many 
others of the kind, v. La Roche's note on Ὦ 558. If one be 
wanted from the Odyssey, 7 52 will serve the turn, 

Here this same tendency has turned the original 

πάρ᾽ ὀιστοί 
into the unmetrical ἔσαν ἰοί, which should be ousted without 
hesitation. 

Even earlier in this line αὐτῷ is probably a later modification, 
and if so, the assimilation of the verse to its prototype 1. 106 may 
be made still closer by reading it thus :— 

αὐτὰρ 6 γ᾽, εἴως μέν of ἀμύνεσθαι πάρ᾽ ὀιστοί. 
ΧΊ801 ἑστεῶτ᾽ ἄγχ᾽ αὐτῆς" μία δ᾽ οἴη γίγνετ' ἐφορμή. 

It is not sufficient to receive ἑσταότ᾽ from two MSS. ΟὟ. 

The expression is probably a variation of 
ἄγχι παριστάμενον (x 377, π 455 &c.), 
chosen to avoid any ambiguity as to the actual position. 

Some, however, may prefer to borrow αἰνῶς from 1. 136 in 
place of αὐτῆς. In any case αὐτῆς here is not to be defended by 
the ἥμενος ἄγχ᾽ αὐτοῦ of 8 95, 534 where αὐτοῦ has its proper 
emphatic sense of ‘ self’, 

X 149] μακρὰ τινάσσοντας" μέγα δ᾽ αὐτῷ φαίνετο ἔργον. 

In M 416 μέγα δέ σφισι φαίνετο ἔργον, which is possibly the 

true reading here also. There the phrase describes not the feelings 
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of the combatants, but the mere fact as viewed by the poet, cf. 
Dr. Leaf’s Note. There was every prospect of a severe encounter 
between them. Otherwise it would be easy to read here 
τῷ δὲ μέγα φαίνετο ἔργον. 
X 186] δὴ τότε γ᾽ ἤδη κεῖτο, ῥαφαὶ δ᾽ ἐλέλυντο ἱμάντων" 
This is said of the σάκος of Laertes ; but the sense requires 
δὴν τότε γ᾽ ἤδη κεῖτο 
* At that time it had already been lying by a long time’, οἷ. ν 189, 
€ 330 and the Note on B 403. Probably the ending of the line is 
spondaic ἐλέλυνθ᾽ ἱμάντων. 

The above conjecture has been anticipated by E. Schulze. 

δὴ τότ᾽ ἀκηδές is the ingenious idea of van Herwerden. 
X 197] οὐδὲ σέ γ᾽ ἠριγένεια παρ᾽ ᾽Ωκεανοῖο ῥοάων 

Instead of ἠριγένεια read Ἠὼς δῖα and compare the case of 
W 226 (Journ. Phil. xxv. pp. 315-16), where ἑωσφόρος has ousted 
ἀστήρ. A similar correction Ἦόα δῖαν for ἠριγένειαν is required 
Wy 347. See remark on β 26. 

X 206] Μέντορι εἰδομένη ἡμὲν δέμας ἠδὲ καὶ αὐδήν. 

Perhaps originally περὶ μὲν δέμας ἠδὲ καὶ αὐδήν, as also in the 
other places where this line appears 268, 401, w §03, 548. 
Compare y 112, ὃ 202 :-- 

περὶ μὲν θείειν ταχὺς ἠδὲ μαχητής. 
But μάλα is possibly a more suitable adverb here, cf. the 
formula (x 178, &c.) :- 
bs ἔφαθ', of δ᾽ dpa τοῦ μάλα μὲν κλύον ἠδ᾽ ἐπίθοντο. 

Of εἰδομένη the root is clearly Fux as in εἴκελος, ἴκελος, ἔοικα 
(éxvia), ἴσος (Fixoos), and not ἔιδ as in οἶδα, Bor, εἶδος, ἰδυῖα, εἴδωλον, 
so that the real Homeric form is probably εἰκομένη. 

X 2817 πῶς δὴ viv, ὅτε σόν ye δόμον καὶ κτήμαθ' ἱκάνεις, 
ἄντα μνηστήρων ὀλοφύρεαι ἄλκιμος εἶναι ; 

The extraordinary expression ὀλοφύρεαι ἄλκιμος εἶναι, which 
ought to mean the utterly inapposite ‘ you lament that you are a 
man of might’, might have originally stood thus :— 

ἄντα μνηστήρων ὀλοφύρεαι ; ἄλκιμος εἶναι. 
‘In presence of the suitors why art lamenting? Be courageous.’ 
That ὀλοφύρεαι should be equivalent to οὐ μέμονας or οὐ τέτληκας 
is surely impossible. 
X 234] ὄφρ’ εἰδῇς olds τοι ἐν ἀνδράσι δυσμενέεσσι ----. 
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If ὄφρα be right here, the verse should be restored not by 
reading fiys for εἰδῇς, but by removing the needless τοι :-— 
ὄφρα xe εἰδῇς οἷος ἐν ἀνδράσι δυσμενέεσσι 
or we may begin, following the common formula ὄφρ᾽ ἐὺ εἰδῶ 
(a 174, ἃς.) ι--- 
ὄφρ᾽ ἐὺ εἰδῇς —. 

Elsewhere we have two instances of ὄφρ᾽ εἰδῇς at the opening 
of a line (@ 420, « 348), one of ὄφρ᾽ εἰδῇ (@ 406). Of these @ 406 
and @ 420 are manifest interpolations, and in . 348 ὄφρα ἴδῃς 
(cf. 6 432) is apparently admissible. 

X 245] ὅσσοι ἔτ᾽ ἔζωον περί τε ψυχέων ἐμάχοντο" 
τοὺς δ᾽ ἤδη ἐδάμασσε βιὸς καὶ ταρφέες ἰοί. 

Undoubtedly van Leeuwen and da Costa’s ψυχῆς for ψυχέων 
is right, as also their πάσας ψυχήν Il. 443-4; but the second line 
here, which roundly declares that those who were still alive had 
been already killed, must either be removed entirely as an inter- 
polation, such as I suspect 1. 238 ἡμὲν ’'08.— to be, or we must by 
an easy emendation allow it to express the fact that it refers to 
the others who were not alive :— 

τοὺς δ᾽ ἄλλους ἐδάμασσε βιὸς καὶ ταρφέες Lot. 
Cf. ε.193, 331, 310, κ 449, π 404. 
X 251] τῶ νῦν μὴ ἅμα πάντες ἐφίετε δούρατα μακρά, 
ἀλλ᾽ ἄγεθ' of ἐξ πρῶτον ἀκοντίσατ᾽, αἴ κέ ποθι Ζεὺς 
δώῃ Ὀδυσσῆα βλῆσθαι καὶ κῦδος ἀρέσθαι. 
τῶν δ᾽ ἄλλων οὐ κῆδος, ἐπεί χ᾽ οὗτός γε πέσῃσιν. 

The one object they are to set before them is to strike down 
Odysseus. The others may be disregarded. They will give no 
trouble, if Odysseus can be slain. Accordingly the advice given 
to the suitors is—what? That, forsooth, they should not all 
fling their spears at him at once, but that six should do so to 
begin with,—a palpable absurdity if ever there was one. We 
might almost say, the middle of this short speech of Agelaus 
forgets both the beginning and the latter end. The recommenda- 
tion is indeed a refinement of policy, to which Dogberry’s charge 
to the watch might afford a just parallel, but not one devised by 
the poet of the Odyssey himself, rather by some critical gentle- 
man who, forgetting the value of the divine protection enjoyed by 
the hero, saw only too clearly that the plan of singling out 
Odysseus as the mark for every spear must, humanly speaking, 
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have been inevitably successful. To this feeling we may, I think, 
trace the acceptance of the remarkable limitation to six. There 
is no mention of any such number afterwards of course. In 
1. 255 all (πάντες) hurl their spears. : 

What the poet really recommended was, I believe, the natural 
proceeding (and the actual one also) that all should cast their 
spears simultaneously at Odysseus, the only, or at any rate the 
best, method of achieving the object in view. 

The question is therefore: Can we make out what the words | 
were, before they were made to convey the preposterous sense we 
now have to tolerate ? 

By a process of contamination, of blending the two lines 
into one, we might attain a reasonable recommendation, e.g. 

τοῦ δὴ viv dua πάντες dxovricar 
But this is rather cutting the knot than untying it. The 
residuum, the μή, the ἐφίετε Sovpara μακρά, the ἀλλ᾽ ἄγεθ᾽ οἱ ἐξ 
πρῶτον, though inconsistent with the manifest tendency of the 
rest of the speech, and the sequel of the action as it proceeds, is 
very large for an adventitious accretion. 

As we have it, 1. 251 is a prohibition, and there is no reason 
why the recommendation to adopt new tactics should not be pre- 
ceded by an exhortation to abandon the old ones. 

τῷ viv μὴ πάντεσσ᾽ ἅμ᾽ ἐφίετε δούρατα μακρά 
is ἡ ane @ very serious transformation of the received text. In fact 
only two words have been made to change places. Even this 
might be avoided by reading 
τῶ νῦν μή σφ᾽ ἅμα πάντεσ᾽ 
But in the next line we must sacrifice at least οἱ ξξ. The sense 
requires something like either : — 


(1) ἀλλ᾽ dye? αὐτοῦ πρῶτον ἀκοντίσατ᾽ 
‘ But come shoot first at himself’. 
(2) ἀλλά δ᾽ οἵου πρῶτον (i.e. go) 


‘But shoot first at him alone ’. 

The two last letters of οἷον (-oo) may have been mistaken for 
the sign of the number six, and this may have originated all the 
present confusion. 

X 267] Εὐρνάδην δ᾽ dpa Τηλέμαχος, Ἔλατον δὲ συβώτης, --- 
eee the true reading is :— 
Τηλέμαχος δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ zd’ Ei -- 
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A verb is certainly required earlier than ἔπεφνε in 1], 268. 
χ 289] μῦθον ἐπιτρέψαι, ἐπεὶ ἢ πολὺ φέρτεροί εἰσι. 
Hymn. Dem. 148 δὴ γὰρ πολὺ φέρτεροί εἶσι. 

In a few cases the Hymns seem to have preserved the older 
reading. The phrase ἐπεὶ... εἶσι always has a long syllable pre- 
ceding (c 276, μ 109, φ 154) except in one instance + 80 q. v. 

X 8027 οἱ δ᾽ ὥς τ᾽ αἰγνπιοὶ γαμψώνυχες ἀγκυλοχεῖλαι 

ἐξ ὀρέων ἐλθόντες ἐπ᾽ ὀρνίθεσσι θόρωσι: 

ταὶ μέν τ᾽ ἐν πεδίῳ νέφεα πτώσσουσαι ἵενται, 

οἱ δέ τε τὰς ὀλέκουσιν ἐπάλμενοι, οὐδέ τις ἀλκὴ 
γίγνεται οὐδὲ φυγή" χαίρουσι δέ 1° ἀνέρες ἄγρῃ" 

This fine simile is marred only by one word. Remove this 
one word and all is consistent and plain from the beginning to 
the end. It is indeed a curious fact that this particular word, 
νέφεα (1. 304), is removable not only without detriment to the 
description, but with manifest advantage to both sense and 
grammar. Let us make the experiment by translating the passage. 

‘But they (Odysseus and his men), just as vultures with 
crooked talons and curved beaks come from the heights and dash at 
the smaller birds. These on the low-land cower and scurry about, 
while the great birds pounce upon them and kill them. There is 
neither resistance nor escape: and men rejoice to see the sport.’ 

There is nothing here to cause even the slightest difficulty. 
But now let νέφεα resume its place, and all is confusion. The 
commentators are at logger-heads, almost at one another’s heads. 
We have the authority of ancient scholia and Eustathius for 
taking νέφεα as = ‘nets’, ‘ fowling-nets,’ so that νέφεα πτώσσου- 
σαι may mean either (1) ‘shunning the clouds’, or (2) ‘shunning 
the nets’. If the latter be accepted, then the αἰγυπιοί become 
trained falcons, and the ἀνέρες, instead of being merely deeply 
interested shepherds or rustics, are fowlers pursuing their proper 
calling. Here is the picture :— 

Not half so keen fierce vultures of the chase 
Stoop from the mountains on the feathered race, 
When the wide field extended snares beset . 

. With conscious dread they shun the quivering net: 
No help, no flight; but wounded every way, 
Headlong they drop: the fowlers seize the prey. 

Pore. 
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This view of the passage is still held by Naber (Quaest. Hom. 
p. 63f.), but is generally rejected as inconsistent with ἐξ ὀρέων 
ἐλθόντες. On the other hand if (1) ‘shunning the clouds’ be 
taken, we have to understand, either that the birds are trying to 
avoid a storm which is raging in the mountains, or that they are 
quitting the cloudy highlands where their natural enemies, the 
αἰγυπιοί, have their homes and haunts. There is still however 
another difficulty, an insurmountable one, Ifear. Πτώσσω is 
properly an intransitive verb, meaning ‘I crouch’, and νέφεα 
πτώσσουσαι is just a8 senseless in Greek, as ‘crouching the clouds, 
or nets’ would be in English. Cf. A 371, E 634, H 129, ® 14, 26, 
p 227, 0 363, and xararracow A 224, 340, E 254, 476. Against 
this array we have one doubtful passage (Y 427). Whatever may 
be the reason for the anomaly there, here I think the solution is not 
unattainable. JI would read with the alteration of one letter 
only :— 
ταὶ μέν τ᾽ ἐν πεδίῳ νέφεϊ πτώσσουσαι ἵενται. 

They on the low ground cowering scurry in a drove. This sense 
of νέφος, though rare, is unimpeachable, as witness :— 

A 274 τὼ δὲ κορυσσέσθην, ἅμα δὲ νέφος εἵπετο πεζῶν. 

Ψ 133 πρόσθε μὲν ἱππῆες, μετὰ δὲ νέφος εἵπετο πεζῶν. 

TI 66 εἰ δὴ κυάνεον Τρώων νέφος ἀμφιβέβηκε --. 
and even more conclusively, because, as here, we have a drove or 
flight of small birds pursued by a falcon :— 

P 755 τῶν δ᾽ ὥς τε ψαρῶν νέφος ἔρχεται ἠὲ κολοιῶν, 

οὗλον κεκλήγοντες, ὅτε προΐδωσιν ἰόντα 
κίρκον, ὅ τε σμικρῇσι φόνον φέρει ὀρνίθεσσιν. 

Lastly, that the dat. νέφεϊ could be used thus to describe the 
manner of the flight may be safely inferred from the explanation 
of the instrumental dat. given by Dr. Monro, Η. G. ὃ 144: but 
I will add an exact parallel which should dispel any doubt :— 

© 606 τόφρ᾽ ἄλλοι Τρῶες πεφοβημένοι ἦλθον ὁμίλῳ 

ἀσπάσιοι προτὶ ἄστυ ----. 
X 8101] ὡς οὐκ ἔστι χάρις μετόπισθ᾽ εὐεργέων. 

This remark recurs ὃ 695 (v. Note ad loc.), where it has at 
least a definite reference. Here it has none. The speech should 
certainly end at οὗ τι ἐοργώς (1. 318 corr. Cobet). 

X 8251 τῶ οὐκ ἂν θάνατόν ye δυσηλεγέα προφύγοισθα. 
Duentzer’s introduction of the more usual epithet τανηλεγέα 
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is perhaps right, but undoubtedly the clear positiveness of the 
subjunctive and not the concessive politeness of the optative is 
here required :— 

τῶ ov κεν θάνατόν ye δυσηλεγέα προφύγῃσθα. 
Cf. ἐθέλῃσθα, εἴπῃσθα. There is fair MSS. authority for προ- 
φύγησθα (LW, Schol. M. et post corr. U* Ludwich). In 1. 392 
εἴπωμι is now read for the vulg. εἴποιμι. 
X 356] ἴσχεο μηδέ τι τοῦτον ἀναίτιον οὗταε χαλκῷ" 

The present imperative οὗταε probably represents an original 
acrist—compare the (suggested) ἐάῃ and ἁλώω of σ 265— 

οὕταθι 
v. Monro, H. 6. § 5, p. 5. 
χ 3647) πεπτηὼς γὰρ ἔκειτο ὑπὸ θρόνον, ἀμφὶ δὲ δέρμα 
ἕστο βοὸς νεόδαρτον, ἀλύσκων κῆρα μέλαιναν. 

As Medon had been for some little time conuforta py or un- 
comfortably settled under the chair, we must read ὑπὸ θρόνον, and 
for the sake of the metre 

πεπτηὼς yap ἔκειθ᾽ ὅ γ᾽ ὑπὸ θρόνου ---. 
Cf. y 64, A 52. 
X 372] θάρσει, ἐπεὶ δή σ᾽ οὗτος ἐρύσατο καὶ ἐσάωσεν, 
ὄφρα γνῷς κατὰ θυμόν, ἀτὰρ εἴπῃσθα καὶ ἄλλῳ 

That καί σ᾽ ἐσάωσεν (Knight) and not ἠδ᾽ ἐσάωσεν (Bekker) is 
right here, is abundantly clear from 1. 312 (= 344), 8 364, ε 135, 
ῃ 256, ὃ 765, Γ 408, E 118. 

For the second line — yvots — raise Note on φ 228-9. 
X 382] ζωὸς ὑποκλοπέοιτο ἀλύσκων κῆρα μέλαιναν. 

Probably x 363 has determined the participle here, for which 
ὑπαλύσκων seems to me quite necessary. 

X 386] δικτύῳ ἐξέρυσαν roAvuTG: of δέ re πάντες ---- 

On metrical grounds τοὶ δέ re should be read. v. Notes on 
A 188 and ρ 114. 

X 408] — ἐπεὶ μέγα εἴσιδε Epyor 

Dr. Monro’s εἴσατο is quite worthy of acceptance. It is 
exactly what the sense requires, to say nothing of the hiatus. 
X 422] ὃμφῳαί, τὰς μέν τ᾽ ἔργα διδάξαμεν ἐργάζεσθαι ----. 

We have here a serious depravation and a very manifest 
modernization of the true epic speech. The particle re, removed 
by Bentley, is entirely out of place in a sentence which is neither 
general nor indefinite (v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 332). The verb διδάξα- 
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μεν in the plural can scarcely be defended in the usual way ; for 
the picture of Eurycleia taking this means of asserting her dignity 
is a little too ludicrous. These objections are concurrent with 
the significant neglect of the digamma in ἔργα and ἐργάζεσθαι. 
The line has therefore been ejected from the text together with 
1. 423 :— 
εἴριά τε ξαίνειν καὶ δουλοσύνην ἀνέχεσθαι, 

by van Leeuwen and da Costa following R. P. Knight. If how- 
ever the modernizations and other changes are adventitious, there 
is no shadow of reason for this rejection. Consequently, before 
the line is condemned, an effort should be made to recover its 
pristine form. If the effort be successful, not only is the couplet 
saved, but we have a useful warning against over-hasty conclu- 
sions that this or that must be an interpolation. 

The simplest change that suggests itself to me for the com- 
plete removal of the existing anomalies, would be this :— 

Suwai, ras μὲν ἔργα δίδαξ᾽ ὁμὰ ἐργάζεσθαι, 
“ bond-women, whom I taught to ply their joint tasks.’ 

We may compare x 41 ὁμὴν ὁδὸν ἐκτελέσαντες---Ὀυῦ it is 
hardly requisite to illustrate duds at any length—the twelve 
women employed at the querns, v 105-8, the recognized arrange- 
ments of the Homeric household, and in general the necessity 
that slave-labour should always take the form more or less of 
gang-working. 

The adverb ἅμα, I may observe, would be one letter nearer 
to the tradition; but it would be over-refining on the palaeo- 
graphic side to give much weight to such a trifle. ‘Oud is 
near enough, and is a more likely word to have suffered extinc- 
tion as, unlike the adverb, it fell into disuse and became obsolete. 
It is essentially an epic word. 

X 425] οὔτ᾽ ἐμὲ τίουσαι οὔτ᾽ αὐτὴν Πηνελόπειαν. 

Neither this line nor the two that follow are quite free from 
suspicion as later additions. Perhaps, if the line be retained, it 
would be better to make the offence of disrespect a distinct ground 
of condemnation :— 

οὔτ᾽ ἐμὲ ταί ye τίουσ᾽ οὔτ᾽ αὐτὴν Πηνελόπειαν. 
The ll. 426—7 about Telemachus must however be condemned, as 
van Herwerden has seen. 
X 449] κὰδ δ᾽ dp ὑπ᾽ αἰθούσῃ τίθεσαν εἰερκέος αὐλῆς, 
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We may easily restore the lost dactyl of the fourth foot by 

reading 

ἐτίθεντ᾽ évepxéos 
Cf. δ 781, 6 52. Contrast ὃ 761 ἐν δ᾽ fer and ἐν δ᾽ ἐτίθει passim. 
X 4607 εἴλεον ἐν στείνει, ὅθεν οὔ πως ἦεν ἀλύξαι. 

It is exceptional to find a dat. sing. of a stem in -ες which 
is not scanned, when it comes before a vowel, as a short syllable 
(v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 105, 1). This naturally arises from the elision 
of the « of the dat.: for to take the two examples given by 
Dr. Monro, τείχει ὕπο Τρώων and ἢ ἔπει ἢ ἔργῳ, an equally or more 
correct writing would be reiye and ἔπε. As ordinarily presented, 
these words really exhibit a relic of the earlier Greek practice of 
writing elided letters without visible mark of such elision, as in 
Latin poetry of the Augustan age and generally. 

The result in the present passage has been that Menrad has 
proposed to correct the peculiarity by reading εἴλεον ἐν orévet— 
Dr. Monro also says, ‘ originally perhaps orévet’—or εἴλεον és 
areivos. The latter is adapted from ® 8 és ποταμὸν εἰλεῦντο and 
X12 els ἄστυ die. The former is likewise approved and accepted 
by van Leeuwen and da Costa, who print with a slight modifica- 
tion, féAXov ἐνὶ στένεϊ. 

Now undoubtedly the vulgate ἐν oreve is wrong in point of 
metre ; but I do not hesitate to say that ἐν στένεϊ is doubly 
wrong. It errs both in form and metre. 

The form orévos is utterly unknown to Homer, whether as 
noun or adjective (στενός). In later times of course the adj. is 
common, but the noun is less well attested, being only found in 
one place in a Chorus of Aeschylus (Eumen. §20) Homer 
employs only στεῖνος, the noun, and perhaps it would be well to 
set forth here the usage in full. We shall thus, at least in one 
instance, destroy the idle fancy that oretvos must be used with 
the first syllable in arsis. Of course in general this syllable will 
naturally be in arsis in a metre predominantly dactylic. Such 
indeed will be the case also with τεῖχος or almost any other word 
of similar quantity. The first passage is :— 

M 66 ἱππεῦσι στεῖνος γάρ, ὅθι τρώσεσθαι ὀίω. 

Van Leeuwen and da Costa after introducing στένεϊ into 
their text (x 460) remark, ‘Ceteris locis στεῖνος dicitur, in arsi 
enim est vocis syllaba prior.’ Clearly Homer used greivos 
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simply because no such form as orévos was ever heard of in his 
time. The other passages are :— 

Ψ 419 στεῖνος ὁδοῦ κοίλης ἴδεν ᾿Αντίλοχος μενεχάρμης. 

Θ 4η6 στείνει ἐν αἰνοτάτῳ περὶ Πατρόκλοιο θανόντος. 

Ο 426 μὴ δή πω χάζεσθε μάχης ἐν στείνεϊ τῷδε, ---- 

Then again στένεϊ is vainly supported by an appeal to στένω 
pass, στείνομαι Vv. Ebeling. It is sad to have to demolish its last 
hope; but here the lexicographers are certainly at fault. The con- 
nexion of στένω and στείνομαι is hardly likely to be closer than 
the mere lettering. στένω, ‘to groan,’ is connected with στενάχω, 
στεναχίζω, στοναχή, στόνος, στοναχέω, στονόεις, all distinctly con- 
noting the vocal expression οὗ painor strong feeling. On quite 8 
different plane stand στεῖνος, στεινωπός, and στείνομαι, which have 
certainly nothing to do with sound. In the case of the first two 
this is admittedly true. That it is also equally true of the verb, 
the usage will show :— 

σ 385 ald xe... θύρετρα, καὶ εὑρέα wep μάλ᾽ ἐόντα, 

φεύγοντι στείνοιτο διὲκ προθύροιο θύραζε. 

Φ 219 οὐδέ τί πῃ δύναμαι προχέειν ῥόον εἰς ἅλα δῖαν 

στεινόμενος νεκύεσσι. 

ι 219 ταρσοὶ μὲν τυρῶν βρῖθον, στείνοντο δὲ σηκοὶ 

ἀρνῶν ἠδ᾽ ἐρίφων. 

FL 33 οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδ᾽ εὐρύς περ ἐὼν ἐδυνήσατο πάσας 

αἰγιαλὸς νῆας χαδέειν, στείνοντο δὲ λαοί. 

ε 445 λάχνῳ στεινόμενος καὶ ἐμοὶ πυκινὰ φρονέοντι. 

It follows then that στείνει in Homer cannot under any 
circumstances be changed into the phantasmal orévei, and as the 
hiatus here, even if the change were possible, would only become 
more intolerable than ever, the remedy must be sought in another 
direction. 

We may safely read :— 

εἴλεον ἐν στείνεσσ᾽, ὅθεν οὔ πως ἦεν ἀλύξαι. 
Cf. Note on ν 163. 

The form στείνεσσ᾽ was at variance with later Greek ideas; 
but the Greeks were content, as usual, to simplify it into 
στείνει : they left it to the moderns to propose στένει, an utterly 
impossible creation for the Homeric age, a mere incubus here, of 
which all may say with the poet but without regret :— 

τοῦ ποτε μεμνήσεσθαι ὀίομαι ἔν wep ὀνείρῳ. 
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‘Some day I ween I shall think of it, when I have the night- 
mare.’ 
X 470] αὖλιν ἐσιέμεναι, στυγερὸς δ᾽ ὑπεδέξατο κοῖτος, 
The infinitive is hardly tolerable here. I suggest 

αὗλινδε σύμεναι, 
‘rushing to their quarters,’ ‘to their bivouac.’ The expression 
seems to be a military one, cf. I 232, or else pastoral, ‘to their 
fold’ like sheep, &c. (Hymn. Aph. 168). 
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¥ 81 γούνατα δ᾽ ἐρρώσαντο πόδες δ᾽ ὑπερικταίνοντο. 
στῇ δ᾽ dp ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς καί μὲν πρὸς μῦθον ἔειπεν" 

As the ancient critics were profoundly ignorant of the word 
ὑπερικταίνοντο, their suggestions and interpretations are exceedingly 
varied but not very helpful. Aristarchus took it as ὑπ- ἐρικταίνοντο, 
which is right so far as it goes; but we have no information as to 
the meaning of ἐρικταίνοντο, except that he explained the whole 
ὑπερικταίνοντο by ἀνεπάλλοντο, a word which may represent either 
ἀν-επ-άλλοντο Or ἀν-επάλλοντο, 

Another derivation gives ixrap = ἐγγύς with ὑπέρ as the prep., 
elements which seem somewhat difficult to combine satisfactorily. 

Heliodorus in Apoll. Lex. glosses the mysterious verb by 
ὑποκατεκλῶντο, οὐκ εὑτονοῦντες, apparently connecting it with ἐρείκω. 
(ῥικνὸς πόδας Hymn, Apoll. 317.) 

Crates gives as an explanation ὑπερεξετείνοντο. 

Lastly, we have a reading trepaxraivovro or ὑποακταίνοντο 
(Hesychius), to which is attached the explanation ἔτρεμον. 

Most of these speculations fail to recognize the obvious fact 
that the line is intended to convey an impression not of the senile 
weakness, but of the extraordinary vigour and activity of 
Eurycleia’s movements on this occasion. For the time she has 
thrown off old age altogether. 

Under the circumstances I would venture to suggest that the 
reading should be ὑπορεκταίνοντο, or better, as the form is one for 
which we have the warrant of Hesychius (dpexridw), 

ὑπορεκτιάοντο 
Of the appropriateness οὗ ὀρέγομαι in this connexion there 
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can.be no doubt whatever. Not only have we N 20 τρὶς μὲν 
ial ἰών, but there is the closer parallel of Π 833 :— 
τάων δὲ πρόσθ᾽ Ἕκτορος ὠκέες ἵπποι 
ποσσὶν ὀρωρέχαται πολεμίζειν" 

In 1. 4 στῆ δ᾽ dp ὑπὲρ κεφαλῆς represents an original στῇ δέ 
ῥ᾽ (For) not only aes but where the line recurs ὃ 803, ζ 21, v 32, 
and B 20, 59 (μ᾽ = μοι), Ψ 68, O 682. For confirmation, if con- 
firmation be needed, it is almost sufficient to recall Hdt. i. 34 
αὐτίκα δέ of εὕδοντι ἐπέστη ὄνειρος. 

Ψ 87 μνηστῆρας δ᾽ ἔκτεινεν ἀγήνορας, of θ᾽ ἐὸν οἶκον 
κήδεσκον καὶ κτήματ᾽ ἔδον βιόωντό τε παῖδα. 

Nauck’s reading ot go οἶκον seems satisfactory as a restoration 
of the metre here. But I find no other instance in which this verb 
κήδω is used with an inanimate object, cf. I 615, ε 402, P 550, 
Q 240, 542, E 400, 404, A 458, with the possible exception of 
Φ 369, though even there the infliction of pain upon something 
sentient is clearly connoted. Here therefore I suggest 

of τέ F’ (For) ἄκοιτιν 
giving a better summary of the offences committed by the suitors. 
The reason why ἄκοιτιν was removed, supposing it to have been 
the original reading, needs no explanation. 
ψΨ 207 ἀλλ᾽’ ἄγε viv κατάβηθι καὶ ἂψ ἔρχευ μέγαρόνδε. 

Dr. Leaf in a note on P 142 gives up the case against -εὖ 
unresolvable into -eo because ‘the Odyssey contains some nine 
cases where -ev cannot well be avoided ’. Presumably this is one; 
but we may easily read 

καὶ ἂψ ἐλθεῖν μέγαρόνδε (or ἰέναι). 

Compare p 22 (Note). Such instances as p 282 ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχευ προ- 
πάροιθεν, ὦ 323 ἀλλ᾽ ἴσχεο κλαυθμοῖο, ἃ 251 νῦν δ᾽ ἔρχευ πρὸς δῶμα 
admit οὗ a simple transposition ἔρχεο. (ἴσχεο) δέ and ἔρχεο νῦν. 
For p 254 ἀλλ᾽ ἔρχευ, λέκτρονδ᾽ ἴομεν, γύναι, ὄφρα καὶ ἤδη the solu- 
tion is given by ¢ 45 ἀλλ᾽ ἕπεο, κλισίηνδ᾽ ἴομεν (cf. ψΨ 32). Again, 
5 395 αὐτὴ viv φράζευ ov has been well corrected by van Leeuwen 
and da Costa αὐτὴ viv σὺ φράζε. See also Note on o 310. Clearly 
no reliance can be Ppiaee upon this supposed unresolvability. 

ψΨ 44] Τηλέμαχο: τὸν γάρ ῥα πατὴρ προέηκε καλέσσαι. 

τὸν γάρ pe seems preferable. Other similar instances are 
A 113, P 600, ® 299, € 321,016. This line, however, looks very 
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like a needless interpolation to tell the hearer who was meant by 
σὸς vids in 1. 43. The ending comes from ]. 51. 
ἡ 52] ἀλλ᾽ ἔπευ, ὄφρα σφῶϊν ἐυφροσύνης ἐπιβῆτον 

ἀμφοτέρω φίλον ἧτορ, ἐπεὶ κακὰ πολλὰ πέπασθε. 

The grammatical difficulties of the passage are insuperable, 
unless we are prepared to entertain some of the wildest extrava- 
gancies of scholastic or scholiastic criticism. We may treat σφῶϊν 
as a nominative in defiance of accidence, or as a dative in defiance 
of syntax. After that, we have to explain φίλον ἦτορ as an 
accusative of the part affected in what is called a ‘ constructio 
ad sensum ’, because forsooth ἐνῴροσύνης ἐπιβῆτον is equivalent 
to εὐφραίνησθον ! 

I have no hesitation in saying that for my own part I 
cannot put faith in any of these things, nor can I recommend 
others to do so. Indeed, even if we accept the ultra-Sophoclean 
construction, and fling accidence and syntax on this occasion to 
the winds, we are still faced with the difficulty, that ἐπιβῆτον 
is a modernized form, the true Homeric form being admittedly 
ἐπιβήετον. 

The MSS, give no variants except in the case of what is 
apparently one of the least important words, dudorépw FGPH Ὁ ; 
ἀμφοτέρων XDLW post correcturam Ὁ 2 man. cum yp H’; dudd- 
τερον Ven. 457. This gives us two uncertain elements to deal 
with in the tradition, ἀμφοτέρω (-wv) and the corrupt ἐπιβῆτον. 

Let us now see what suggestions have been made for the 
restoration of the passage. σφῶίγ᾽ Axt: oda Kayser, Duentzer, 
Nauck. ἐπιβήῃ Bekker, or as alternative φίλω ἦτορ: ἐπιβήσω 
Hartman, with ἀμφοτέρων, as also Bekker. 

Undoubtedly, any probable or acceptable emendation must 
start from ἐπιβῆτον. Hartman’s ἐπιβήσω is not so flat as Bekker’s 
ἐπιβήῃ; but it seems very unlikely that the simple directness of 
ἐπιβήσω would ever have been displaced by the more difficult 
ἐπιβῆτον. 

I propose to read thus :- 

ἀλλ᾽ Exe’, ὄφρα σφῶιν ἐυφροσύνης ἐπιβήσει 

ἀμφοτέρων φίλον ἧτορ, ἐπεὶ κακὰ πολλὰ πέπασθε. 
‘But come with me that it may transport the very hearts of you 
both to the land of gladness, for ye have suffered many sorrows.’ 

The subject to ἐπιβήσει, 1: aor. subj. act. (= ἐπιβήσῃ, as it 
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would afterwards be written, and may be read here, if preferred), 
is ‘ the state of affairs ’, ‘the sight of it all,’ pretty nearly the same 
as the object to ἰδοῦσα, 1. 47, v. Monro’s note ad loc. 

In later times the indefiniteness of this subject would give 
the first impulse to tampering with the verb. Ἐπιβῆτον could 
not but suggest iteelf to reciter or reader, and then of course 
ἀμφοτέρων necessarily gets a variant ἀμφοτέρω. 

For this usage of ér:Baivw (transitive) compare :— 

ἢ 223 asx’ ἐμὲ τὸν δύστηνον ἐμῆς ἐκιβήσετε πάτρης. 

Θ 285 τὸν καὶ τηλόθ᾽ ἑόντα ἐνκλείης ἐκίβησον. 

ψ 13 καί τε χαλιφρονέοντα σαοφροσύνης ἐπέβησαν. 

Β 234 ἀρχὸν ἐόντα κακῶν ἐπιβασκέμεν υἷας ᾿Αχαιῶν. 

Ψ 8] ἀλλ᾽ ἔπευ' αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν ἐμέθεν περιδώσομαι αὐτῆς, 
αἴ κέν σ᾽ ἐξαπάφω, κτεῖναί p οἰκτίστῳ ὀλέθρῳ. 

The ordinary punctuation, as above, is misleading. The 
second line has no grammatical dependence on the first. It should 
begin ai δέ κέ σ᾽ ἐξαπάφω or, if no verbal change be allowed, we 
must read :— 

. αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν ἐμέθεν περιδώσομαι αὑτῆς" 
αἴ κέν σ᾽ ἐξαπάφω, κτεῖναί μ᾽ οἰκτίστῳ ὀλέθρῳ. 
ᾧΨ 817] μαῖα φίλη, χαλεπόν σε θεῶν αἰειγενετάων 
δήνεα εἴρυσθαι, μάλα περ πολύϊΐδριν ἐοῦσαν" 

The verb εἴρυσθαι is totally unsuitable here. Neither guard- 
tng nor observing nor drawing is here to the point. L. 151 seems 
to have caused its introduction to this passage. εὑρέσθαι would 
serve as far as the sense is concerned. Perhaps 

| dive ἐφευρέσθαι 
may be tolerably near the mark. δήνε᾽ ἀνευρέσθαι (cf. ἀνιχνεύων, 
X 192) is palaeographically closer. The meaning would be ‘to 
reach by discovery’, ‘to get at by search.’ Ἔρευνᾶσθαι may also 
be suggested. | 
W OI] ἧστο κάτω ὁρόων, ποτιδέγμενος εἴ τί μιν εἴποι 

ἰφθίμη παράκοιτις, ---- 

Neither in sense nor scansion is εἴ τί μιν εἴποι possible. We 
might read εἰ προτιείποι or εἴ κέ τι εἴποι. The latter may be sup- 
ported by 8 186 :— 

σῷ οἴκῳ δῶρον rordéypevos, αἴ κε πόρῃσιν. 
Or, again, ὁππότε εἴποι (cf. Η 415) would serve. Nor is the case 
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for the tradition in the least degree improved by the number of 
possible alternatives. 
$93] ἡ δ᾽ ἄνεω δὴν ἧστο, τάφος δέ of ἦτορ ἵκανεν: 

ὄψει δ᾽ ἄλλοτε μέν μιν ἐνωπαδίως ἐσίδεσκεν, 

ἄλλοτε δ᾽ ἀγνώσασκε κακὰ χροὶ εἷματ᾽ ἔχοντα. 

This account of the behaviour of Penelope, when she enters 
the hall to see whether she can recognize the slayer of the suitors 
as her husband, is marred by the corruption and consequent un- 
intelligibility of 1.94. Nothing can be made of ἐνωπαδίως ἐσίδεσκεν- 
The MSS. give ἐνωπαδίως PHJ, ἐνωπιδίως FXDULWZ, ἐνωπιαδώς 
M. ἐσίδεσκεν MSS. Aristarchus ἔνιοι ἥισκεν, ἀντὶ τοῦ ὡμοίουι So 
Ludwich, who adds from Voss Randgl. 10 ‘ legendum videtur 
ἄλλοτε μέν μιν ἔισκεν ἐνωπαδίως ἐσιδοῦσα. Eust. et schol. pro gone 
legerunt ἐπέγνω [7] cf. ὦ 217. 

Of ἐσίδεσκεν it is enough to say that the form is here 
absolutely impossible, setting aside the meaning altogether for the 
moment. A Homeric hexameter can no more end with ἐσίδεσκεν 
than a Latin one with ineidebat. We have therefore, if we 
confine ourselves to the tradition, only ἐξίδεσκεν and ἐξέξισκεν to 
choose between. 

With regard to évwradiws the suspicion of corruption is over- 
whelmingly strong. The word is of course unique, and the only 
forms that throw light upon it are (1) κατ᾽ ἐνῶπα or κατενῶπα in 
O 320 :— 

αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ κατ᾽ ἐνῶπα ἰδὼν Δαναῶν ταχυπώλων 

oto, 
where it evidently means ‘in the face of’, whether we take the 
adverb or the adverbial phrase :—({2) ἐνωπῇ E 374(=@ 510) 
‘openly’. It seems fairly clear, that ἐνῶπα is the acc. of a noun 
ἐνωπή, just as we have ἰῶκα (A 601) from ἰωκή, ἀλκί from ἀλκή͵ 
ὑσμῖνι from ὑσμίνη. 

That from this noun ἐνωπή an adverb ἐνωπαδίως should be 
formed, is not only contrary to all analogy—it should at least 
be xarevwradiws—but even if conceivable, would be a glaring 
example of linguistic wastefulness, as it could not differ in sense 
from either κατ᾽ ἐνῶπα or ἐνωπῇ, as explained above. 

Let us now see how the passage is ordinarily rendered. 
Messrs. Butcher and Lang, whose version cannot be bettered, have 
the following :—‘ But she sat long in silence, and amazement 
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came upon her soul, and now she would look upon him steadfastly 
with her eyes, and now again she knew him not, for that he was 
clad in vile raiment.’ 

There is no true opposition here, such as is implied in ἄλλοτε 
μὲν... ἄλλοτε δέ. If we accept ‘now she would look upon him 
steadfastly with her eyes’, the natural continuation would certainly 
be, ‘ now she would turn away her eyes,’ cease to scrutinize him 
in fact. But if we take as our starting-point the second clause, 
“and now again she knew him not,’ it is equally certain that the 
only possible contrast is, ‘at one time she felt that she recognized 
ber husband.’ Now it is useless to say that this is implied in 
* now she would look upon him steadfastly with her eyes.’ This 
is so far from being the case, that it is the very fact of her looking 
upon him steadfastly with her eyes that makes her fail to recognize 
him. The looking steadfastly upon him is the antecedent condition 
both of recognition and non-recognition, Neither the one nor the 
other would be possible without this earnest scrutiny ; it belongs 
equally to both. 

The condemnation then of ἐνωπαδίως ἐσίδεσκεν is justified both 
in form and substance. Is it possible to restore both without 
disturbing too much the tradition? At any rate I will make the 
attempt, for the reconstruction quoted above as suggested by 
J. H. Voss seems quite unacceptable, as also is Kayser’s ὀψὲ δὲ δὴ 
ἄλλοτε. 

We have seen that ἥισκεν, i.e. ἐξέξισκεν, has some claim here 
and may be considered eligible in place of ἐσίδεσκεν, provided any 
reasonably possible treatment can be found for the real difficulty, 
ἐνωπαδίως. Even of this the major part might be accepted, évara:— 

ὄψει δ᾽ ἄλλοτε μέν μιν ἐνῶπα. .. ἐξέβισκεν. 
¢ As she gazed at one time she deemed him like in face—.’ Τὸ 
whom? To her husband necessarily. Therefore let us promptly 
complete the line thus :— 
ὄψει δ᾽ ἄλλοτε μέν poy ἐνῶπ᾽ ᾿Οδυσῇ᾽ ἐβέξισκεν. 

This at any rate gives a perfectly satisfactory sense to the passage, 
and in the unwieldy tail of évwradiws, I think, may be traced still 
some of the ‘ disiecta membra’ of the name of the long-suffering 
hero himself :— 

ENOTIAAIOCEIAECKEN 

ENOTIAOAYCEICEICKEN 
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For the construction compare :— 

E 181 Τυδεΐδῃ pur ἐγώ ye δαΐφρονι πάντα Fel ioxw. 

C151 ᾿Αρτέμιδί σε ἐγώ ye, Διὸς κούρῃ μεγάλοιο, 

εἶδός τε μέγεθός τε φνήν τ᾽ ἄγχιστα ἐεξίσκω. 
The texts have ἐΐσκω, which however undeniably (I need not stay 
to prove this) represents feficxw. Following the analogy of these 
passages, our line should appear thus :— 
ὄψει δ᾽ ἄλλοτε μέν μιν evar’ ᾿δυσῆι dioxey —. 

The acc. ἐνῶπα corresponds to the πάντα οὗ E 181, and to εἶδός re 
μέγεθός τε φυήν rin ζ 152. Its appropriateness to the present 
passage is marked. It is in the face only that Penelope can at any 
time detect a likeness; the general appearance (κακὰ χροὶ εἵματ᾽ 
ἔχοντα), when she regards that, forbids the identification which 
the features suggest. 

Probably enough, as van Leeuwen and da Costa suspect— 
they make no change in the text—, the curiously contracted 
ἀγνώσασκε in |. 95 for ἀγνοήσασκε represents an earlier ἀγνοίεσκε, 
cf. A 537 ἠγνοίησε. The formation would be analogous to ὥθεσκε 
from ὠθέω and οἴχνεσκε from οἰχνέω. 

098] τίφθ᾽ οὕτω πατρὸς voodiLear — ; 

This is supposed to mean, ‘ Why turnest thou thus away from 
my father? ’, or more exactly, ‘Why keepest thou thus away from 
my father?’, because there is no question of turning in the 
ordinary sense. 

In reality, if the expression be a possible one, which may be 
doubted, it can only mean: ‘ Why art thou quitting thus my 
father’s house ?’ (πατρός = πατρὸς δῶμα, cf. β 195 δα. &c.). 

Now as Penelope was not quitting the house, but merely 
sitting still by the wall opposite to Odysseus, looking at him in- 
tently at least now and again, the correct rendering has of course 
no chance whatever. However, the true reading is in this casesimple 
enough, and will be found to fit the circumstances exactly :— 

τίφθ᾽ οὕτω πατρὸς νόσφ᾽ Lear —; 
‘Why dost thou keep on sitting there away from my father?’ 

Telemachus is impatient at the prolongation of her inspection. 
As for νοσφζομαι taking the genitive, we may be quite sure that 
in Homer it could not. Here is the proof :— 

τ 579, φ 77, 104 νοσφισσαμένη τόδε δῶμα. 

ὃ 263 παῖδά τ᾽ ἐμὴν νοσφισσαμένην θάλαμόν τε πόσιν Te —. 
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τ 338 ὅτε πρῶτον Κρήτης ὄρεα νιφόεντα 
νοσφισάμην. 


The acc. is readily understood in -—— 

B81 ψψεῦδός κεν φαῖμεν καὶ νοσφιζοίμεθα μᾶλλον. 

λ 424 ἡ δὲ κυνῶπις. 

νοσφίσατ᾽, οὐδέ μοι ἔτλη ἰόντι περ εἰς "AtSao —. 

This leaves but one other place in the Homeric poems, where the 
verb is found, and it matters little whether we understand an acc. 
or not:—A 73 νοσφισθείς, ‘quitting the spot.’ Compare Hymn. 
Dem, 92, Hymn. Herm. 562. Clearly the genitive in our passage 
is utterly out of court. 

We may accordingly without hesitation remove from the text 
this abnormal νοσφίζεαι. The inference from what we see here 
is that errors in connexion with an obsolete word are of a deeper 
dye—more irrational in fact—, than the corruptions of words 
still in familiar vogue. If νοσφίζομαι had continued in use, the 
mere recurrence of ear in the ἑζομένῃ of 1. 99 would not have 
troubled the severest censor of tautology. 

Ψ 110] σήμαθ᾽, ἃ δὴ καὶ νῶϊ κεκρυμμένα ἴδμεν ἀπ᾽ ἄλλων. 

Metrical experts denounce the short first syllable of 
κεκρυμμένα. G. Hermann condemns the participle: Hartman and 
van Leeuwen and da Costa omit καί disastrously : Monro suggests 
νῷ : Bothe (for καὶ vai) μούνω. In spite of A 443 I venture to 
think the line entirely correct, v. Note on 6 352, pp. 131-4. 

ψ 1747 δαιμόνι᾽, οὔτ᾽ dp τι μεγαλίζομαι οὔτ᾽ ἀθερίζω 
οὔτε λίην ἄγαμαι, μάλα δ᾽ εὖ οἶδ᾽ οἷος ἔησθα ---. 

The difficulty here is in the οὔτε λίην ἄγαμαι, of which I have 
not found, nor do I expect to find, any satisfactory explanation. 
Messrs. Butcher and Lang render quite accurately, ‘ nor am I too 
greatly astonied’: but if she was not surprised, she certainly 
ought to have been. 

Dr. Monro says she means ‘I am not haughty or indifferent or 
offended ’; but though ἄγαμαι might possibly bear the sense, ‘I am 
offended,’ there is no apparent reason for disclaiming offence here. 
What could she be supposed to have taken offence at? It seems to 
me that the series of negatives has been accidentally continued just 
a little too far. οὔτε... οὔτε should be followed by a positive 
reason for her behaviour. Therefore I would suggest :— 


ἀλλὰ λίην ἄγαμαι 
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*but I am greatly amazed, for I know right well what sort of 
man thou wast.’ 

Apparently she considers the husband who left her was not 
quite like either the beggar-man or the refurbished prince, δέμας 
ἀθανάτοισιν ὁμοῖος (1. 162). 

y 186-7] These two lines are probably spurious. L. 186 is 
adapted from 7198. Οὐδὲ μάλ᾽ ἡβῶν is from M 382, and ‘ living 
mortal of men’ is a curious expression at the least. Lastly, the 
whole idea is flatly at variance with the admission with which 
Odysseus concludes his speech, |. 202 :— 
οὐδέ τι οἶδα 

ἥ μοι ἔτ᾽ ἔμπεδόν ἐστι, γύναι, λέχος, ἦέ τις ἤδη 

ἀνδρῶν ἄλλοσε θῆκε, ταμὼν ὕπο πυθμέν᾽ ἐλαίης. 
ᾧ 200] μή μοι, Ὀδυσσεῦ, σκύζευ, ἐπεὶ τά περ ἄλλα μάλιστα 

ἀνθρώπων πέπνυσο" 

It is clear enough that τὰ ἄλλα must mean ‘in other matters ἢ, 
‘in all else,’ as in o 540 and p 273 where it makes good sense. 
Here it makes no sense at all, or conveys the absurd intimation 
that the wisdom of Odysseus was only deficient when he was angry 
with his wife. 

What is required is something to this effect :— 

ἐπεὶ σύ περ ἔξοχον ἄλλων 
ἀνθρώπων πέπγυσο- 
His being the wisest of men is a reason why he should not be 
angry. 
¥ 2117] οἱ yaw ἀγάσαντο παρ᾽ ἀλλήλοισι pévorre. 

The dat. γῶιν is just as impossible here as it is that vow 
should be the acc. either here or elsewhere, cf. 52 above. We 
may read ot νῶ᾽ ἠγάσσαντο or, inserting a particle or adverb wep, 
πον, OF μάλα :— Ι 

οἵ περ vO ἀγάσαντο. 
ψΨ 9257 νῦν δ᾽, ἐπεὶ ἤδη σήματ᾽ ἀριφραδέα κατέλεξας ----- 

This instance of lengthening οὗ -a οὗ neut. plur. (ν. Note on 

# 396) may be corrected thus (cf. τ 464) :— 
ἀριφραδέ᾽ εὖ κατέλεξας. 
ψΨ 423} ὃὡς δ᾽ ὅτ᾽ ἂν ἀσπάσιος γῇ νηχομένοισι φανήῃ, 
ὧν τε Ποσειδάων εὐεργέα νῆ᾽ ἑνὶ πόντῳ 
ῥαίσῃ, ἐπειγομένην ἀνέμῳ καὶ κύματι mye 
παῦροι δ᾽ ἐξέφνγον πολιῆς ἁλὸς ἤπειρόνδε 
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γηχόμενοι, πολλὴ δὲ περὶ χροὶ τέτροφεν ἅλμη, 
ἀσπάσιοι δ᾽ ἐπέβαν γαίης κακότητα φυγόντες" 

That γῇ is not Homeric can, I think, hardly be doubted. 
The evidence is decisive. We have in the Iliad and Odyssey 
nearly a dozen precarious instances of γῆ against about three 
hundred of γαῖα. This result of the modernizing tendency is not 
surprisingly large, and several of these instances may readily be 
restored to order. For ν 233 :— 

τίς γῆ ; τίς δῆμος ; τίνες ἀνέρες tyyeydacw ; 
we have only to turn to Hymn. Apoll. 468 :— 
τίς δῆμος ; τίς γαῖα ; τίνες βροτοὶ ἐγγεγάασιν ; 
In μ 27 ἣ ἁλὸς ἢ ἐπὶ γῆς, the position of the preposition is 
enough to warrant ἢ ἁλὸς ἢ γαίης. 

Again in T 259 T'y τε καὶ Ἠέλιος the τε is quite needless; 
therefore read Tata καὶ "HéAtos undeterred by I’ 104 :-— 

Ty re καὶ Ἠελίῳ, Ad δ᾽ ἡμεῖς οἴσομεν ἄλλον, 
which is almost certainly an interpolation intended to explain 
why one lamb is white and the other black, and for the rest 
gratuitously introduces a third victim which is never heard of 
afterwards, but just serves to fill up this line. See also p 237 
(Note). 

Here however we have an instance not so easily removable, 
if we may judge by the attempts hitherto made, and yet it 
seems highly improbable that this simile should have γῇ in the 
first line and γαίης in the last. 

Fick would read, not without considerable harshness :— 

ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε γαῖ ἐφάνη ἀσπαστὸς νηχομένοισι --- 
Van Leeuwen and da Costa print :— 
ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε νηχομένοισ᾽ ἀσπαστὸς γαῖα φανήῃ, 
suggesting also :— 
ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε x ἀσπάσιος γαῖα ναύτῃσι φανήῃ- 

This last idea has one merit; it recognizes, as the other 
attempts do not, that the error may be in νηχομένοισι, which 
may be, and probably is, merely adopted from |. 237, νηχόμενοι, 
to facilitate the admission of γῆ. 

The circumstances described in the simile are as follows. 
The ship is damaged by Poseidon: in plain words, by collision 
with a sunken rock or other mischance a plank is started, and 
the vessel becomes water-logged. It does not sink, any more 
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than does Odysseus’ boat, σχεδίη, under similar conditions. It 
is driven along by the wind over the rough sea, ἐπειγομένην 
ἀνέμῳ καὶ κύματι πηγῷ: The sailors do not abandon the vessel 
at once and take to swimming; neither did Odysseus. They 
wait and endure the washing of the spray and the waves (πολλὴ 
δὲ περὶ χροὶ τέτροφεν ἅλμη), until they drift within sight of 
land. Then and then only they quit the half-submerged hulk 
and take to swimming to reach the land they are so glad to 
have descried. What were they doing while still on the water- 
logged vessel? Let me submit in reply my proposed correction 
Οὗ], 233 :— 
ὡς δ᾽ ὅτε τ᾽ ἀσπάσιος γαῖ᾽ εὐχομένοισι φανήῃ. 
This association of ‘sinking ships and praying hands’ is not 
a mere touch of imagination on the part of Tennyson (Lotos- 
Eaters). The picture was drawn long ago in full detail in the 
Homeric Hymn to the Great Twin Brethren, xxxiii. ll. 7-12 :- 
Gre τε σπέρχωσιν ἄελλαι 

χειμέριαι κατὰ πόντον ἀμείλιχον' οἷ δ' ἀπὸ νηῶν 

εὐχόμενοι καλέουσι Διὸς κούρους μεγάλοιο 

ἄρνεσσιν λευκοῖσιν, ἐπ᾿ ἀκρωτήρια βάντες 

πρύμνης" τὴν δ᾽ ἄνεμός τε μέγας καὶ κῦμα θαλάσσης. 

θῆκαν ὑποβρνχίην. 
¥ 2487 ὦ γύναι, οὐ γάρ πω πάντων ἐπὶ πείρατ᾽ ἀέθλων 

ἤλθομεν, ἀλλ᾽ Ex’ ὄπισθεν ἀμέτρητος πόνος ἔσται, 

Surely ἐστι, the variant given by FU and Eustath., is a 
necessity here. ὄπισθέν ἐστι is the equivalent of ἔσται, just as ‘is 
to come’ = ‘shall be’. 

I further suggest that in 1. 248 πάντων is an error for πάντως 
(ov πάντως or πάντως οὐ = omnino non). We might render ‘ For 
assuredly we have not yet come’, cf. @ 450, v 180. 

ψ 261] εἴπ᾽ dye μοι τὸν ἄεθλον, ἐπεὶ καὶ ὄπισθεν, diw, —. 

It is not τὸν ἄεθλον alone that mars this line. There can be 
little doubt that εἴπ᾽ dye is corrupt, for in no instance, and there 
are many, save this does dye follow a verb. It always precedes, 
as in the common formula ἀλλ᾽ dye μοι τόδε εἶπέ: 80 εἰ δ᾽ dye δή 
pou... ἐνίσπες (35 above). Here then the line should begin εἰ δ᾽ 
dye or εἶ, dye. This seems almost, nay quite, a certainty, if ἄγε 
be retained at all. We might continue thus :— 

. εἰ δ᾽ dye εἰπέ μ᾽ ἄεθλον, ---- 
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We can easily see why and how the tradition would spring from 
‘this, the elision of μοι furnishing the starting-point. 

Another remedy would be to dismiss dye as erroneous, and 
read the infinitive with imperative meaning :— 

| εἰπέμεναί μοι ἄεθλον, ----. 
Cf. 355 κτήματα μὲν τά μοι ἔστι κομιζέμεν ἐν μεγάροισι ---. 
vy 481] θάνατος δέ μοι ἐξ ἁλὸς αὐτῷ 

There can hardly be ἃ contrast with λαοί (]. 283). Probably 
αὐτῆς should be the reading, the natural contrast being the 
permanent one between the sea and the mainland. 

ψ 3147] ἠδ᾽ ὡς Αἴολον ἵκεθ᾽, ὅ μιν πρόφρων ὑπέδεκτο 
καὶ πέμπ᾽, οὐδέ πω aloa φίλην ἐς πατρίδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι 
Wmv, ἀλλά μιν αὖτις ἀναρπάξασα θύελλα 
πόντον ἐπ᾽ ἰχθυόεντα φέρεν βαρέα στενάχοντα. 

Ludwich gives the variants of the abnormal form ἤην in 
1. 316 as follows:—yyv M; εἴην FZ post correcturam G*; αἴην 
K ; εἴ Y; εἴα Vind. 5. Now although ἥην is in every way in- 
defensible (v. Note on w 336, p. 425), it is quite impossible to 
believe that Nauck’s ἔπλετο is the word that ἥην has superseded. 
The reading of Καὶ (αζην) suggests to me, not éyv,— this has been the 
misfortune of the passage—but the possibility of a more forcible 
and rhythmical opening than the present spondaic one :— 

alo’ éev, or as it would become alo’ ἦν. 

Now I may as well say here, and the remark has an 
important bearing on the problem before us, that supposing 
aloa and ἦν or ἐστί to occur in connexion in Homeric verse, 
i.e. forming a predication, both words would certainly be in 
one and the same line. The separation of the two would be 
linguistically a barbarism or rather an ineptitude of expression. 
We have the proper form of expression in 6 511 :—_ | 

αἶσα yap ἦν ἀπολέσθαι, --- 
Here in our passage we have the—ineptitude. 

The substantive verb, as is also the case with μοῖρα ἦν or 
ἐστί, may in this phrase be omitted altogether, as from its 
unimportance it most frequently is, but it cannot be trajected, 
as here, into the next line. The reason is plain enough. Such 
a trajection would emphasize intolerably the very word which 
usage shows to be so little emphatic that it can nearly always 
be left unexpressed, as in H 52, O 117, Ψ 80, ὃ 475, Π 434, 
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P 421, and with αἷσα 0 224, ε 113, 206, v 306, ε 288, € 359; 
o 276, II 707. 

This being so, then of course aloa must be removed from 

1. 315, leaving the line imperfect. Let us see how it stands :— 
καὶ πέμπ᾽, οὐδέ ww... φίλην és πατρίδ᾽ ἱκέ 
alo’ dev. 

To solve the little difficulty here presented, let me draw 
attention to the following passages :— 

B 419 ὡς ἔφατ᾽, οὐδ᾽ dpa πώ of éxexpaiave Κρονίων (= Γ' 302). 
N 521 οὐδ᾽ dpa πώ τι πέπυστο. 
P 401 οὐδ᾽ dpa πώ τι. 
Χ 279 ἥμβροτες, οὐδ᾽ ἄρα πώ τι, θεοῖς ἐπιείκελ᾽ ᾿Αχιλλεῦ, 
Y 205 ὄψει δ᾽ οὔτ᾽ dp πω σὺ ἐμοὺς Bes, οὔτ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἐγὼ σούς. 
Leg. ἄρα---σύ γ᾽. 
We may now easily restore :— 
καὶ wéux’, οὐδ᾽ ἄρα πώ é φίλην ἐς πατρίδ᾽ ἱκέσθαι 
alo’ ἦν, ἀλλά μιν αὖτις —. 
dpa = ‘as the result showed ’, ‘as it appeared.’ 
0 345] ὁππότε δή ῥ᾽ ᾽οδυσῆα ἐέλπετο ὃν κατὰ θυμὸν 

Here we have a remarkable instance, an instructive 
instance, of the failure of the traditional equivalents to represent 
adequately the ancient forms. A moment’s consideration of this 
passage and the usage of ἔολπα is sufficient to convince any 
reader that the true tense here required is fefdAwee or éfefoAree. 
It so happens that this word has assumed in the modernized text 
the form ἑώλπει, which is treated always as if its first two 
syllables were metrically equivalent to those of ééArero. We 
have (v 328, > 96) στήθεσσιν ἐώλπει for στήθεσσι [εἰόλπκει or 
στήθεσσ᾽ ἐξεξόλπει, and so in due correspondence ééArero here is 
treated as metrically the same as ῥβείόλπεε, and we get instead of 
a perfect verse one with the hiatus licitus so called, cf. « 419 (Note). 
¥ 8617 σοὶ δέ, γύναι, τάδ᾽ ἐπιτέλλω πινυτῇ περ ἐούσῃ" 

The ἐπιστέλλω οὗ Ed. Flor. Barnes and Cobet is ποῦ con- 
vincing. The form émréAdw alone is epic. Perhaps a tmesis of 
ἐπιτέλλω occurred here, and the present halting verse has arisen 
from the attempt to remove it :-— 

σοὶ δ᾽ ἐπὶ ταῦτα, γύναι, τέλλω 
Otherwise there is no acceptable resource but to transpose πινυτῇ 
περ ἐούσῃ and ταῦτ᾽ ἐπιτέλλω. 
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© 49] θεσπεσίη᾽ ὑπὸ δὲ τρόμος ἔλλαβε πάντας ᾿Αχαιούς" 

Probably a later accretion, cf. σ 88, 4 633. The rush to the 
ships in 1. 50 was not made with any idea of launching them and 
sailing away. This would be a remarkable method of avoiding 
ἃ noise rising over the sea (βοὴ δ᾽ ἐπὶ πόντον ὀρώρει). The Greeks 
made for the ships (κοίλας vias) to take refuge inside, so that 
there is no contradiction, as Aristarchus supposed, between this 
line and ]. 43. 

ω 58] ἀμφὶ δέ σ᾽ ἔστησαν κοῦραι ἁλίοιο γέροντος 
οἴκτρ᾽ ὀλοφυρόμεναι, περὶ δ᾽ ἄμβροτα εἵματα ἔσσαν. 

It is quite in accordance with the customs of the heroic 

age that the sea-nymphs should perform the function known in 

Teland as ‘keening’ at the funeral of Achilles; but I think 
it will generally be admitted that the covering of the hero’s 
body with divine raiment as a last tribute would be more 
fittingly attributed to the mother herself than to her attendants. 
In the case of Sarpedon by command of Zeus, Apollo himself 
(II 680) pays this honour to the dead, 

περὶ δ᾽ ἄμβροτα εἵματα ἔσσεν. 

Again, among the prerogatives of women in the heroic epoch 
hardly anything is more certain than that the lady of the house 
always kept in her own hands the charge of the store of clothes 
and linen. 

Now if reference be made to the speech of Agamemnon (the 
ψυχὴ ‘Ayapeuvovos) in which our lines occur, they will be 
found to constitute a resumption of the main narrative, in- 
terrupted by a short passage (Il. 48-57) describing the effect 
on the Greek army of the mysterious noises from the sea that 
were heard before the appearance of Thetis and the sea- 
nymphs. 

I do not mean to imply that the digression is not as ancient 
and genuine as any part of the speech; but I wish to point out 
that the connexion of the main narrative should be maintained 
in the epic manner as closely as if there had been no interrup- 
tion at all. Accordingly the statement in 1. 47 having been 

μήτηρ δ᾽ ἐξ ἁλὸς ἦλθε ---, 
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apparently emphasized and recalled by its virtual repetition in 
Nestor’s speech 1. 55, we maintain tbe connexion far better 
than at present, and gain other incidental advantages, by 
reading Il. 58-9 thus :-- 

ἀμφὶ δέ σ᾽ ἔστησεν κούρας ἁλίοιο γέροντος 

οἴκτρ᾽ ὀλοφυρομένας, περὶ δ᾽ ἄμβροτα εἵματα ἔσσεν. 

One of the obvious advantages possessed by the suggested 
restoration over the vulgate is the removal of the hiatus 
(illicitus) in the middle of the fourth foot; another is the 
exchange of the rare ἔστησαν = ἔσταν (there are, I believe, only 
three other instances of the form in Homer, A 593, ὃ 22, and 
x 391) for the transitive and unexceptionable ἔστησεν, cf. 
A 298 πεζοὺς δ᾽ ἐξόπιθε στῆσεν. The later name Στησίχορος 
probably implies one who performs duties resembling the action 
of Thetis here. For the whole scene compare the description of 
Hector’s funeral 0 719-22. The Muses here correspond to the 
ἀοιδοὺς θρήνων ἐξάρχους, and ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γυναῖκες expresses 
the part taken by the sea-nymphs. 

ω 62] ᾿Αργείων" τοῖον yap ὑπώρορε μοῦσα λίγεια. 

A certain interpolation. ᾿Αργείων is put in to prevent any 
one supposing that all the Muses were weeping (v. Note on p 206). 
Τοῖον.... λίγεια gives of course an entirely wrong reason for the 
general emotion. It was not caused by the Muses’ singing, but 
by sorrow for the hero’s death. In the next line for ce read 
σέ γ᾽. 

w 807 ἀμφ᾽ αὐτοῖσι δ᾽ ἔπειτα ---- 

Either ἀμφ᾽ αὖ τοῖσιν ἔπειτα or ἀμφὶ δὲ τοῖσιν ἔπειτα. See 
Note on ¢ 137. 

ω 837 ὥς κεν τηλεφανὴς ἐκ ποντόφιν ἀνδράσιν εἴη —. 

Read πόντου ἔξ, i.e. πόντοι ἔξ. 

ὦ 86] θῆκε μέσῳ ἐν ἀγῶνι ἀριστήεσσιν ᾿Αχαιῶν. 

Here again a transposition has occurred with the definite 
and supposed praiseworthy object of eliminating an elision of -ἰ 
of the dat. I submit we should read :— 

θῆκεν ἀγῶν᾽ ἐνὶ μέσσῳ ἀριστήεσσιν ’A 
'ῳ 095} αὐτὰρ ἐμοὶ τί τόδ᾽ ἦδος ---; 
Not as van Leeuwen and da Costa eve) tl τὸ ἦδος, but :— 
ἀλλὰ τί μοι τόδε ἦδος — 
Cf. % 80 ἀλλὰ τί μοι τῶν ἦδος ---; 
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® 102] ἔγνω δὲ ψυχὴ ᾿Αγαμέμνονος ᾿Ατρεΐδαο —. 

This ending ᾿Αγαμέμνονος ᾿Ατρεΐδαο occurs four times in the 
Odyssey (the other three being A 387, v 383, ὦ 20), and nine times 
in the [liad (A 203, B 9, Γ 193, H 176, 1 178, 226, 388, Ἐξ 137, 
T 241). There is this notable difference. In every case in the 
Tliad the syllable preceding is rightly and properly long per se. 
In every case in the Odyssey this syllable is not long except 
by virtue of the questionable hiatus licitus doctrine. 

᾿Αγαμέμνονος alone without the patronymic to follow occu- 
pies this place in the line in ¢ 263 (here the patronymic pre- 
cedes), ξ 70, 117. The two latter places are open to the 
objection stated and have been already dealt with (v. Notes 
ad loc.), without reference to the peculiarity here noticed. It 
seems to me permissible to infer that ᾿Αγαμέμνονος ᾿Ατρεΐδαο is 
probably not Odyssean at all, but that ᾿Αγαμέμνονος in all the 
four cases has displaced an epithet of ᾿Ατρεΐδαο which left no 
doubtful point about the metre. I suggest that this epithet was :— 

μεγαλήτορος 
Cf. I 109 σὺ δὲ σῷ μεγαλήτορι θυμῷ, where Agamemnon is addressed. 

It is worth noting that in the Odyssey the patronymio ᾿Ατρεΐδης 
when used in conjunction with either ᾽Αγαμέμνων or Μενέλαος 
always precedes the proper names except in those lines which 
exhibit metrical licence or failure. 

w 113] See Note on A 401-3. 
ω 118] μηνὶ δ᾽ dp’ οὕλῳ πάντα περήσαμεν εὐρέα πόντον ---. 

There does not seem much reason for πάντα here. I suggest 
παντί, ‘toto solido mense,’ cf. x 14, »% 328. | 
ὦ 1897 οἵ κ᾿ ἀπονίψαντες μέλανα βρότον ἐξ ὠτειλέων ----. 

We should perhaps omit ἐξ and read :-- 

οἵ κ᾽ ἀπονίψαντες μέλανα βρότον ὠτειλάων. 
ὦ 215] δεῖπνον δ᾽ αἶψα συῶν ἱερεύσατε ὅς τις ἄριστοτ' 

We may easily remove the hiatus by reading ἱερεύσασθ᾽ 
(ἱερεύσασθαι), cf. τ 198 καὶ Bots ἱρεύσασθαι, ἵνα πλησαίατο θυμόν. 
Or the usual active form may be retained by ἱερενέμεν. 

w 2317] αἰγείην κυνέην κεφαλῇ ἔχε πένθος ἀέξων. 

The text cannot possibly be right here. πένθος ἀέξων is 
a very remarkable reason for wearing a skin-cap, i.e. a fur-cap. 
It would be more applicable to the case of one who did his 
gardening work in the tall silk hat of our own day. There might 
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be some martyrdom in that. Here the old gentleman guards his 
hands with gloves βάτων ἕνεκα, and wears leggings yparris ἀλεείνων, 
which is exactly parallel to πένθος ἀέξων with respect to the cap. 
It is impossible to accept the view that πένθος ἀέξων applies to 
his whole attire, which is obviously assumed largely for comfort. 
πένθος seems to have got in here from 1. 233 below μέγα δὲ φρεσὲ 
πένθος ἔχοντα. As a remedy van Herwerden has suggested θάλπος 
ἀλέξων and Schulze πνῖγος ἀλέξων. Unfortunately neither of these 
nouns can be shown to be Homeric. I prefer :— 
ὄμβρον ἀλέξων or πηγάδ᾽ ἀλέξων 
which would give an equally good, or even better, reason for 
wearing a fur-cap. Compare the passage in Hesiod descriptive 
of the power of wind and rain :— 
Opp. 514 καί τε διὰ ῥινοῦ βοὸς ἔρχεται οὐδέ μιν ἴσχει, 

καί τε δὶ αἶγα ἄησι τανύτριχα' πώεα δ᾽ οὔτι, 

οὕνεκ᾽ ἐπηεταναὶ τρίχες αὐτῶν, οὐ διάησι 

ts ἀνέμον Βορέου" τροχαλὸν δὲ γέροντα τίθησι" 

We are, of course, not in the least bound to suppose that the 
recognition scene in the orchard took place in the pouring rain, 
yet this idea may have led directly to the loss of ὄμβρον ἀλέξων 
and the substitution of the inane tradition, 

ω 240] πρῶτον κερτομίοις ἐπέεσσιν πειρηθῆναι. 

The metrical difficulty is not insuperable. We may read 

with some degree of probability :— 

πρῶτον κερτομέων πειρηθῆναι ἐπέεσσιν. 
or πρῶτον Kepropiou ἔπεσσί τι πειρηθῆναι. 
‘to make a trial to some extent,’ The position of τε would be 
a little unusual, but not indefensible or unexampled. Κερτομίοισι 
ἔπεσσι form one idea and may be properly emphasized by being 
placed before instead of after the enclitic pronoun, cf. ¢ 217, 
Ψ 73, π 88, Χ 305. 

κερτομέοις hardly has its usual sense of ‘ provoking ’, ‘ mock- 
ing.’ Possibly κερδαλέοισι should be read. 

@ 241] τὰ φρονέων ἰθὺς κίεν αὐτοῦ δῖος Ὀδυσσεύς. 
See Monro, Note ad loc. We might easily read :— 
κίς TOW ye —. 
ω 244] ὦ γέρον, οὐκ ἀδαημονίη σ᾽ ἔχει ἀμφιπολεύειν 
ὄρχατον, ἀλλ᾽ εὖ τοι κομιδὴ ἔχει, οὐδέ τι πάμπαν, 
οὗ φυτόν, ob συκῇ, οὐκ ἄμπελος, οὐ μὲν rain, ὁ 
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οὐκ ὄγχνη, οὐ πρασιή τοι ἄνεν κομιδῆς κατὰ κῆπον. 
ἄλλο δέ τοι ἐρέω, σὺ δὲ μὴ χόλον ἔνθεο θυμῷ" 
αὑτόν σ᾽ οὐκ ἀγαθὴ κομιδὴ ἔχει, ἀλλ᾽ ἅμα γῆρας 
λυγρὸν ἔχεις αὐχμεῖς τε κακῶς καὶ ἀεικέα ἕσσαι. 
οὐ μὲν ἀεργίης γε ἄναξ ἕνεκ᾽ οὗ σε κομίζει, ---- 

In many respects this passage is a remarkable one. Pecu- 
liarities of vocabulary, idiom, and metre are crowded together in 
closer array here than anywhere else in the two poems. 

Here alone ddanpovin, αὐχμεῖς, and depyin are met with. 
πρασιή occurs in one other place (7 127). These are trifles, how- 
ever, beside the familiar later idiom εὖ χει (]. 248) and the atrocious 
crasis in 1. 247, to which we may add the expression γῆρας ἔχεις. 
Cobet proposed to read γῆρας .. . ἔχει σ᾽, giving as faulty a position 
to the pronoun as that which it occupies in 1. 251. Then, lastly, 
we have the repetition of a hiatus which no one will defend, 
for it is not even licitus, in ll. 245, 249. That in 1. 246 is of 
course Claimed as licitus. 

It would be useless from every point of view to attempt to 
restore fully the integrity of a passage on which the hand of the 
modernizer has fallen so heavily, or in less exceptionable terms 
the later developments of language have exerted so powerful an 
influence. But φυτόν suggests, if it does not imply, some such 
series of dependent genitives in ll. 245—7 as this :-— 

οὐδέ τι πάμπαν 
ov φυτόν, οὗ συκῆς, οὐκ ἀμπέλου, οὐ μὲν ἐλαίης, 
οὐκ ὄγχνης, οὐ πάμπαν dvev κομιδῆς κατὰ κῆπον. 
Or instead οὗ πάμπαν, an emphatic repetition, we might retain τοι 
and read οὐχ ἕν τοι. 

Of the ἅπαξ λεγόμενα there is only one, αὐχμεῖς, that needs to 
be seriously objected to. Not only is it entirely without support 
in Homer, direct or indirect, but the epic vocabulary comprises a 
word which exactly, or almost exactly, expresses the idea it must 
be supposed to convey, ῥυπόω (τ 72, Ψ 115, ζ 87, v 435, ὦ 227). 
In fact, Eustathius explains αὐχμεῖς by ῥύπον ἔχων καὶ ἀλουτῶν. I 
suggest accordingly for ll. 249-50 :— 

αὐτόν σ᾽ οὐκ ἀγαθὴ κομιδὴ ἔχει, ἀλλ᾽ ἅμα γῆρας 
λυγρὸν ἔχει, ῥυπάεις τε κακῶς καὶ ἀεικέα ἔσσαι. 
In 1. 245 κομιδῆς would give an idiomatic phrase which, 
however, may be later than the Epic period. 
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ω 263] ἀμφὶ ξείνῳ ἐμῷ, 7 που ζώει τε καὶ ἔστιν, 

Read ζώει τε καὶ ἕρπει, ‘lives and moves.’ The argument 
used in the discussion of z 437 is of force here. The vulgate is 
flatly tautological, and possessed of no poetical merit. The idea 
that power of movement is essential to anything that can be 
called life is prominent in the myth of Tithonus. Compare also,. 
beside P 447 (=o 131), the notable expression applied to 
Odysseus himself :— 

ἥμενος ἢ ἕρπων 
* quiescent or bestirring himself’. 
ω 273] καί οἱ δῶρα πόρον ξεινήϊα, ola ἐῴκει. 

Here a strong case of hiatus licitus fails, as often happens, 
to bear the slightest scrutiny. Elsewhere ξεινήιον (-a) is a noun. 
So that the true reading would seem to be :— 

καί οἱ δῶρα πόρον ξεινήϊον, ola ἐῴκει. ᾿ 
‘and I gave him, as a ξεινήϊον, such gifts, as were befitting.’ 
w 282] ὑβρισταὶ δ᾽ αὐτὴν καὶ ἀτάσθαλοι ἄνδρες ἔχουσιν" 
δῶρα δ᾽ ἐτώσια ταῦτα χαρίζεο, μυρί᾽ ὀπάζων. 

As in I. 241, the pronoun αὐτὴν without emphasis is not to 
be accepted as epic. Either αὖ τήν (v. { 137 Note) or dpa τήν will 
serve. For the second line we should probenly read :— 

τῷ δὲ ἐτώσια ταῦτα χαρίζεο, μυρί᾽ ὀπάζων. 
That δῶρα is a later insertion seems certain not only from the 
metre, but because pupi’ ὀπάζων virtually implies that no such 
word as δῶρα has preceded. 
w 285] τῷ κέν σ᾽ εὖ δώροισιν ἀμειψάμενος ἀπέπεμψεν 
καὶ ξενίῃ ἀγαθῇ" 
814 μέξεσθαι ξενίῃ ἠδ᾽ ἀγλαὰ δῶρα διδώσειν. 

Before touching upon the reason for setting these lines side 
by side, I may remark that 1. 285 might be improved by the 
transposition of δώροισιν and ἀπέπεμψεν. However, I am mainly 
concerned to deal with the noun ξενίη which I venture to impugn 
as un-epic. When we consider the frequency of the occurrence of 
the cognate forms ξεῖνος, ξείνια, ξεινήιον, ξείνιος, ξεινίζω, ξεινοδόκος, 
and the rarity of ξεν-, which, apart from these instances is con- 
fined to ξενίη (ter, ξ 158 &c.) and ξένιον (ξ 389, v. Monro, Crit. Note 
ad loc.),some doubt must be felt as to the epic possibility of such 
a form. But much more so, when we meet in ᾧ 35 the very form 
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which we should from analogy have expected the noun to assume, 
ξεινοσύνη. 

This form I propose to restore by reading, with omission of 
the needless καί, in w 286 :— 

ξεινοσύνῃ ἀγαθῇ. 
In w 314 the line might well begin thus :— 
ξεινοσύνῃ μίξεσθαι id” ἀγλαὰ —. 

ω 299] ποῦ δαὶ νηῦς ἔστηκε θοή, 7 σ᾽ ἤγαγε δεῦρο ---; 

If we compare P 707 :--- 

orn δὲ παρ᾽ Αἰάντεσσι θέων, εἶθαρ δὲ προσηύδα. --- 
it is apparent that the true reading was in all probability :— 
ἕστηκε θέουσ᾽. 

Cf. y 288 te θέων, even when ἰών stands in the same sentence. 
ὦ 309] αὐτὰρ ᾿Οδυσσῆι τόδε δὴ πέμπτον ἔτος ἐστίν, 

᾿Αλλ’ Ὀδυσῇ᾽ αὐτῷ τόδε may be suggested (Ὀδυσῆϊ P. W.). 
Rather than recognize this elision the MSS. prefer the absurd 
form Ὀδυσεῖ in ε 398, v 35. 

@ 311] δύσμορος: ἢ τέ of ἐσθλοὶ ἔσαν ὄρνιθες ἰόντι 
δεξιοί, οἷς χαίρων μὲν ἐγὼν ἀπέπεμπον ἐκεῖνον, --- 

In 1. 311 ἦ τέ οἱ ἐσθλοὶ ἰόντ᾽ ὄρνιθες Exovro would partly 
account for the corruption. In 1. 312 accepting Nauck’s οἷσιν 
ἐγὼ χαίρων, a better ending, in accordance with the canon of 
Aristarchus, would be 

ἀπὸ κεῖνον ἔπεμπον. 
Or, again, οἷσιν ἐγὼ κεῖνον χαίρων ἀπέπεμπον is possible. 
@ 313] χαῖρε δὲ κεῖνος ἰών: θυμὸς δ᾽ ἔτι vow ἐώλπει 
μίξεσθαι ξενίῃ ἠδ᾽ ἀγλαὰ δῶρα διδώσειν. 

It seems an extraordinary and well-nigh unaccountable cir- 
cumstance that the unmetrical combination vow éwAre, i.e. νῶιν 
ἐεβόλπει, or with augment ἐξεβόλπει, has not been set right by 
simply changing the dat. νῶιν into the acc. νῷ or va thus :— 

γῶι ξεξόλπει 

νῷ ἐξεξόλπει. 
For νῶιν Eustathius gives jaw. This, as I should judge, only 
indicates how easily a gloss, ἡμῖν, may become a variant. But 
van Leeuwen and da Costa promptly seize the opportunity to get 
in another example of the favourite hiatus licitus and suggest ἧμ᾽ 
ἐξεξόλπει. The only other correction hitherto offered seems to be 
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Nauck’s ἔτι ἔλπετο vany, which could only be accepted reluctantly, 
if the dative were quite indispensable. 

There is, however, no overwhelming necessity for the dat. at 
all. The attribution of θυμός is simple enough, and the super- 
session of an original vax by vow in the tradition is quite intelli- 
gible, as it removes an apparent, though really imaginary, hiatus. 
In Π 99 va appears for a nom. γῶς (v. The Classical Review, 
vol. x. p. 329, where I have shown some reason to believe that 
νῷ δ᾽ ἐκδυίημεν is the true reading). In @ 428 νῶι ἐῶ (La Roche), 
i.e. νῷ édw, we have the warning and illuminating schol. :---οὕτως 
vin χωρὶς τοῦ ν Didymus. ὅτι τινες yp. σὺν τῷ ν, κακῶς Aristonicus. 
In @ 377 νῶι (acc.) we have νῶϊν DH, νῶϊν Zenodotus. Reference 
may also be made to A 767 and X 216, and lastly there is the 
well-vouched-for, but utterly impossible, σφῶν (nom.) of y 52, 
v. Note, p. 400. 

We need hardly hesitate to remedy such inveterate confusion, 
following in this the example of Aristarchus himself. 

It may be permissible and perhaps desirable to add a remark 
about the extraordinary form διδώσειν, weakly supported by ν 358, 
which figures at the end of 1. 314. I recommend absolute dis- 
belief in this word here and elsewhere. Still I am not prepared 
to think with van Leeuwen and da Costa that 

καὶ δωσέμεν ἀγλαὰ δῶρα 
was the original. I suggest that Odysseus was made by the poet 
to say with naive frankness, 
ἠδ᾽ ἀγλαὰ δῶρα δέχεσθαι. 

Then in later times some courtly rhapsodist or critic wished 
to credit the hero with nobler altruistic sentiments. Unfortu- 
nately the Homeric man believed with all his soul that it was 
more blessed to receive than to give. The attempt to elevate his 
simple primitive ideas has, I suspect, produced διδώσειν here. 

ω 3207 κύσσε δέ μιν περιφὺς ἐπιάλμενος ἠδὲ προσηύδα. 

Comparing ξ 220 πρώτιστος ἐπάλμενος We might read perhaps 
κατεπάλμενος. Laertes must have been stooping low, if he had 
not absolutely flung himself on the ground, ἑλὼν κόνιν αἰθαλόεσσαν. 
@ 322] ὖλθον ἐεικοστῷ ἔτεϊ ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν. 

The line is found four times, the other occurrences being 
x 206, r 484, φ 208, and with ἔλθοι as the first word it is read 
y 102, 170. 
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That the final letter of ἔτεϊ is short and like other iotas of 
the dat, subject to elision appears from ὃ 82, which ends καὶ 
ὀγδοάτῳ ἔτει ἦλθον, i.e. ere’ ἦλθον. Why then is this « long here 
and in the passages referred to, even before the open vowel? The 
easy and natural solution, that ἐς represents an original πρός or 
προτί, cannot be entertained for several reasons which need not be 
set forth in detail. The solution in my opinion is to be sought in 
the omission of some word between these open vowels, and if so 
the lost word can hardly have been other than dy, which indeed 
happens to occur in precisely this position in the verse and with 
this same verb also in y 20 q. V. 

Unquestionable dy, ‘back,’ is quite suitable to all these 
passages. Accordingly J propose to get rid of this glaring hiatus, 
which has even less to recommend it than the ὕδατι of A 28 (see 
Note there), by reading here and elsewhere :— 

ἦλθον ἐεικοστῷ ἔτει ἄψ és πατρίδα γαῖαν. 
Perhaps in y 102, 170 ἔτει ἐς ἦν. 
w 328] εἰ μὲν δὴ Ὀδυσεύς γε ἐμὸς πάϊς ἐνθάδ᾽ ἱκάνεις, 
σῆμά τί μοι νῦν εἰπὲ ἀριφραδές, ὄφρα πεποίθω. 
X 45 εἰ μὲν δὴ ᾿δυσεὺς Ἰθακήσιος εἰλήλουθας, ---- 

The two lines are spoken by Laertes, who naturally desires 
some evidence that the stranger is his son. The single line to 
some extent resembles and supports w 328. Now Cobet has 
proposed to remove one hiatus by reading 

Ὀδυσεὺς σύ γ᾽ ἐμὸς ---.- 

Rightly, though the adherents of hiatus licitus will not accept the 
change, or their idol may suffer. Hence van Leeuwen and 
da Costa carefully keep ov out of their text. Cod. Pal. omits ye, 
and certainly without the pronoun, which requires emphasis, ye is 
as useless as ing 98. It is plain that, taking the words as trans- 
mitted, it is not ’Odvoeis, but ἐμὸς πάις, that should be eme 
phasized. If Laertes had happened to have more sons than one, 
something might be said for ᾿Οδυσεύς ye; as matters stand, it is 
simply indefensible, and ov ye should be read. 

It may be a pity that the unique passage which shows this 
favourite hiatus in two consecutive lines should be laid hands 
upon; but truth compels me to declare that I have grave doubts 
whether even 

εἰπὲ ἀριφραδές 
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is genuine and correct. Afteran examination of all the passages 

in which σῆμα and dpippadds occur,—I forbear to set them forth 

in detail—I have found reason to think that here Laertes did not 

ask Odysseus to ‘tell’ him a‘ clear sign’, but to ‘ show’ him one. 
σῆμά τί μοι viv δεῖξον dpuppadds, ὄφρα πεποίθω. 

The particular σῆμα is of course the scar on the thigh. 

Unfortunately in the two nearest instances of the use of the 
expression, σῆμα ἀριφραδές, the verb used is εἰπεῖν. They occur in 
the preceding book, ll. 73 and 273 :— 

GAN’ ἄγε τοι καὶ σῆμα dpuppades ἄλλο τι εἴπω. 

σῆμα δέ μοι τόδ᾽ ἔειπεν ἀριφραδές, οὐδέ σε κεύσω. 
This verb, which has exercised a disastrous influence over our 
passage, is used with perfect propriety in both cases. In y 73 
Eurycleia speaks to Penelope of this same scar. She could only 
say εἴπω. In ψ 273 Teiresias, as Odysseus recounts to his wife, 
told him a sign, that he would meet afterwards. I need not do 
more than mention Ψ 225, where κατέλεξας is the verb. 

But in an earlier book, where Odysseus also refers to his scar, 
the verb is what I suppose it was originally here :— 

ᾧ 217 εἰ δ᾽ ἄγε δὴ καὶ σῆμα ἀριφραδὲς ἄλλο τι δείξω, 
and here in answer to his father’s request Odysseus with the 
briefest summary of the events does show the scar at once. He 
begins — 

331 οὐλὴν μὲν πρῶτον τήνδε φράσαι ὀφθαλμοῖσι. 

It only remains to add in this connexion that, in spite of hiatus 
licitus theories, even ᾧ 217 and wy 73 have suffered injury and 
should be re.tored :— 

W 13 GAN’ ἄγε μοι καὶ εἵπω ἀριφραδὲς ἄλλο τι σῆμα 

φ 217 εἰ δ᾽ ἄγε δὴ καὶ δείξω ἀριφραδὲς ἄλλο τι σῆμα. 
The position of the verb is then the same in all the four lines 
¢ 217, Ψ 73, 273, ὦ 328, a very suggestive fact. 

A further question arises in reference to w 328 and y 45. 
There is no doubt whatever—it is easy to show by many examples 
—that εἰ μὲν δή and εἰ δή, when followed by a present indicative, 
always imply that the statement is an admitted fact, true at the 
moment (δή) and undisputed. We may fairly render εἰ δή ‘ since 
now ’. 

a 82 εἰ μὲν δὴ νῦν τοῦτο φίλον μακάρεσσι θεοῖσι, --- 

γ 316 εἰ δή τοι νέῳ ὧδε θεοὶ πομπῆες ἕπονται ---. 
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x 386 ἀλλ᾽ εἰ δὴ πρόφρασσα πιεῖν φαγέμεν τε κελεύεις —. 

vy 238, o 328, σ 80, φ 253. 

A ότι εἰ δὴ ὁμοῦ πόλεμός τε δαμᾷ καὶ λοιμὸς ᾿Αχαιούς. 

Here δαμᾷ is not future, as some commentators say, but present. 
It expresses a very unpleasant, but undeniably present, fact. Of 
course the form δαμᾷ, properly δαμάει, may be either one or the 
other; but to choose the future here is to rob the passage of all 
its instant and urgent force. In its archaic form, for ὁμοῦ the 
local adverb has probably been introduced to get rid of the 
original πτόλεμος, the line would begin thus :— 
εἰ δὴ ἅμα πτόλεμος δαμάει ---. 
A 574 εἰ δὴ σφὼ ἕνεκα θνητῶν ἐριδαίνετον ὧδε, --- 
1 434 εἰ μὲν δὴ νόστον γε μετὰ φρεσί, φαίδιμ᾽ ᾿Αχιλλεῦ, 
βάλλεαι, οὐδέ τι πάμπαν ἀμύνειν νηυσὶ θοῇσιν 
πῦρ ἐθέλεις ἀίδηλον, ---- 
K 242, 433, A 138, Μ 67 (δὴ MSS., τοὺς Arist.), N 111, 2 337, 
O 53, 2 140, 406, 660. 

In our passage, w 328, the statement of the conditional 
clause is by no means treated as an admitted unquestionable 
fact. The next line shows that the fact is not yet accepted as 
true, 

σῆμά τί μοι νῦν εἰπὲ dpuppadés, ὄφρα πεποίθω. 
Consequently, apart entirely from the hiatus in the second foot, 
not esteemed as licitus here, εἰ μὲν δή must be wrong. So much 
ig certain. The argument against it is conclusive. The difficulty 
is to suggést a remedy equally certain. Metre and meaning alike 
indicate that an emendation is necessary. I suggest as a reason- 
able probability 
εἰ μέν Onv—. 

The meaning, ‘truly,’ ‘of a verity,’ suits the clause exactly, and 
I find this particle following μέν, as here, in :— 

€ 211 ov μέν θην κείνης ye χερείων εὔχομαι elvar, — 

Θ 448 οὐ μέν θην κάμετόν γε μάχῃ ἔνι κυδιανείρῃ ---- 
Cf. Β 276, K 104, & 480, ® 568. In K 104 and @ 668 there is 
slight authority for δή, but θην is unquestionably right. 

Again, that θην and δή are distinct particles, and not mere 
varying forms of one word, is clear from :— 

¥ 352 ov θην δὴ τοῦδ᾽ ἀνδρὸς Ὀδυσσῆος φίλος υἱός —. 
Compare also I 393-4. 
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Lastly, θην is used after a conjunction in :— 
ποι ὦ DA, ἐπεί θήν μοι καὶ ἀμείψασθαι θέμις eoriv, — 
(δὴ superscript. H.) 
In the case of y 45 the argument against δή is not so strong, for 
Eurymachus might be said to accept the statement as a fact: but 
clearly the two lines ὦ 328 and χ 45 must be dealt with alike. 
© 336] εἰ δ᾽ ἄγε τοι καὶ Sévdpe’ ἐνκτιμένην κατ᾽ ἀλωὴν 
εἴπω, ἅ μοί ποτ᾽ ἔδωκας, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἥτεόν σε ἕκαστα 
παιδνὸς ἐών, κατὰ κῆπον ἐπισπόμενος" διὰ δ᾽ αὐτῶν 
ἱκνεύμεσθα, σὺ δ᾽ ὠνόμασας καὶ ἔειπες ἕκαστα. 
ὄγχνας μοι δῶκας τρισκαίδεκα καὶ δέκα μηλέας, 
συκέας τεσσαράκοντ᾽- ὄρχους δέ μοι ὧδ᾽ ὀνόμηνας 
δώσειν πεντήκοντα, διατρύγιος δὲ ἕκαστος 
amv: ἔνθα δ᾽ ἀνὰ σταφυλαὶ παντοῖαι ἔασιν, 
ὁππότε δὴ Διὸς ὧραι ἐπιβρίσειαν ὕπερθεν. 

‘But come, and I will tell thee the trees through all the 
terraced garden, which thou gavest me once for mine own, and 
I was asking thee this and that, being but a little child, and 
following thee through the garden. Through these very trees 
we were going, and thou didst tell me the names of each of them. 
Pear-trees thirteen thou gavest me, and ten apple-trees, and figs 
two score, and as we went thou didst name the fifty rows of vines 
thou wouldst give me, whereof each one ripened at divers times, 
with all manner of clusters on their boughs, when the seasons of 
Zeus wrought mightily from on high.’ 

Butcher and Lang (1879). 

The above graceful version, though not altogether unexcep- 
tionable, as I may have occasion to show, gives sharply and 
clearly the picture delineated in this paragraph, as we have it 
in the tradition. The father, Laertes, takes the lad, Odysseus, 
through the orchard. The boy begs for every one of the trees 
(such is necessarily the meaning of ἐγὼ δ᾽ qredv σε ἕκαστα. It 
does not mean :—‘I kept asking miscellaneous childish questions,’ 
as the above version rather suggests). His father in an outburst 
of parental kindness and generosity gives away to his importunate 
little son no less than thirteen pear-trees, ten apple-trees, forty 
fig-trees, and fifty rows of vines; in fact he presents him, we 
may safely say, with the whole orchard and vineyard. 

Such useless and unnecessary free-handedness on the part of 
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Laertes is very surprising, and when we come to examine the 
passage in detail, we shall find reason to doubt whether the 
original author of these lines, be he Homer or not, did as a matter 
of fact exhibit either the father as so foolishly generous, or the 
son as so wildly exacting. 

The whole passage has, I fear, suffered from the anxiety of 
some rhapsodist, or—shall we say?—redactor, to make Laertes 
display a princely and becoming generosity. Originally, there is 
I think reason to believe, the narrative possessed far less unreality 
and a truer touch of that nature that makes the whole world kin, 
than it now exhibits. 

The key to the passage in its primitive form is, I believe, to 
be found in 1. 339 :-— 

σὺ δ᾽ ὠνόμασας καὶ ἔειπες Exacta, 
or, as it should certainly be written, and as the Cambridge Homer 
ought to have had it (cf. Note on a 37) :— 

σὺ δ᾽ ὠνόμασας [εῖπές re [έκαστα. 
‘and you told me the name of every tree.’ He θα the boy 
which were apple-trees, which pear-trees, and which fig-trees, 
and the number of each kind. The boy, who is a boy and not 
a prattling baby ready to ask for the moon or anything else that 
was handy, is being taught the valuable lesson, which half the 
world does not know nowadays, how to distinguish one kind of 
tree from another, and probably also to count and remember the 
exact number of each sort in the orchard. The whole value of 
the incident as a proof of identity lies in these particulars. It 
makes no difference to the strength of the evidence whether the 
trees were given, or only inspected, named, and counted. The poet 
doubtless saw this, though the would-be improver of the passage 
did not. 

Apart, however, from this tell-tale line, 339, there is another 
place, which has proved intractable and shows plainly that it 
has been tampered with. I refer to the expression in ll. 340-1, 

ὀνόμηνας δώσειν. 

Here Messrs. Butcher and Lang’s version is obviously not 
intended as an accurate rendering. Dr. Monro, following 
Ebeling’s Lex., says briefly, ‘ dvouzyvas “ didst promise”’.’ But this 
is merely a gratuitous concession to the actual requirements of 
this passage. Elsewhere ὀνομαίνω never means anything like ‘I 
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promise ’. It is quite a mistake to suppoee that in I 121 ὀνομήνω 
means anything more than ‘to enumerate’, ‘specify,’ ‘ give 
the list of’ (cf. I 515, Σ 449). Neither can ὀνόμηνας here be 
reduced to the barer generality, ‘didst say’: for evidently its 
meaning cannot be, or rather cannot have been, very far from 
that of ὠνόμασας in 1. 339. The only admissible renderings of 
ὀνόμηνας are (1) you named, told the names of, and (2) you 
enumerated, gave a list of. Lastly—dde means ‘just as you did 
of the other trees’. Dr. Monro’s rendering of the adverb ‘as 
I tell you’ is, I fear, too forced, though it almost reaches the same 
point by another route. Neither can I accept Messrs. Butcher and 
Lang’s ‘as we went’. 

The unsuitable δώσειν must be attributed to the remodeller 
of the passage. That it has no right to stand here seems certain: 
but what originally stood in its place is by no means so certain. 
It may have been δείξας, or δεῖξας with ὀνομήνας (part.) preceding, 
or εἶπες as |. 339 suggests; but even ἄλλους or τρεῖς καί would be 
tolerable, and it is needless to speculate further on such a matter. 
The important point is that δώσειν here is impossible and 
corrupt. 

Now I come to the line, which in my view of the passage 
has suffered most. It is, of course, 337 :— 

εἴπω, & μοί ror ἔδωκας, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἥτεόν σε ἕκαστα —, 
where, if I am right, an original ἔδειξας (ἔδεικσας) has been replaced 
by ἔδωκας, not a very difficult exchange in itself, and made accept- 
able from the motive already mentioned. 

Its acceptance, however, has involved the modernization and 
modification of ἐρόμην, an unfamiliar form (cf. qpero, ἐρέσθαι) = 
‘I asked you about every one’, into qreov = ‘I begged for, I asked 
for’. Ine 354:— 

ἡδὺ ποτὸν πίνων, καί μ᾽ ἥτεε δεύτερον αὖτις, 
where ree is natural and right enough, we have a var. lect. 
εἴρετο (Ebel. Lex. sub verb.). 

The whole passage would stand thus :— 

ef’ dye τοι καὶ Sévdpe ἐυκτιμένην κατ᾽ ἀλῳὴν 
εἴπω, & μοί ποτ᾽ ἔδειξας, ἐγὼ δ᾽ ἐρόμην σε ἕκαστα 
παιδνὸς ἐών, κατὰ κῆπον ἐπισπόμενος" διὰ δέ σφεων 
ἱκνεόμεσθα, σὺ δ᾽ ὠνόμασας εἶπές τε ἕκαστα. 
ὄγχνας μοι δεῖξας τρισκαίδεκα καὶ δέκα μηλέας, 

424 


BOOK XXIV ω 386 


συκέας τεσσαράκοντ᾽ " ὄρχους δέ μοι ὧδ᾽ ὀνομήνας 
δεῖξας πεντήκοντα, διατρύγιος δὲ ἕκαστος, 

[qv ἔνθα δ᾽ ἀνὰ σταφυλαὶ παντοῖαι ἔασιν, 
ὅππότε δὴ Διὸς ὧραι ἐπιβρίσειαν ὕπερθεν. 

‘Come now and I will tell you the trees in the well-laid 
garden, the trees you once showed me, and I being but a lad 
asked you about every one, as I went with you over the orchard. 
As we were going through the midst of them, you told me the 
names of each and all. You showed me thirteen pear-trees, ten 
apple-trees, and forty fig-trees. And just in the same way you 
showed me and counted up fifty rows of vines. Each one ripened 
at its own due time, when the seasons of Zeus forced them for- 
ward from on high.’ 

It will be observed that I have excluded 1. 343 τ 
but this severity is really essential, whatever view be taken of the 
passage. Its inclusion entirely destroys the proper dependence of 
1. 344. Messrs. Butcher and Lang’s version slurs over the difficulty. 
But after all the line is only a somewhat flagrant example of one 
of the commonest types of interpolation in Homer. The case is 
this :-- διατρύγιος δὲ ἕκαστος as a complete predication involves of 
course the ellipse of ἦν or ἔεν, an ellipse for which Homeric usage 
gives full warrant. The interpolator of 1. 343 thought the verb 
should be expressed, and so began his line magnificently with 

ἥην, 

rather a bloated form it is true, and happily as rare as it is 
imposing in every sense of the word (v. Monro, H. G. § 12, also 
his Note on y 316). He then lamely filled up the verse with a 
clause containing a verb in present time ἔασι, so again facili- 
tating, by an antiquarianism this time successful, the detection of 
his well-meant but nefarious work. Perhaps it will be sufficient 
to refer to similar cases in I 43, O 360, Σ 367, ® 570, and the 
remarks in the Note on y 255. 

Finally, I may just mention two other changes I have made 
in the vulgate, «f dye (eia age), v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 320, and διά 
σφεων for δι αὐτῶν. The ingenious emphasis on the pronoun 
shown in Messrs. Butcher and Lang’s version is not here tenable. 
Of course δ αὐτῶν would be the natural modernization of da 
σφεων, cf. ὦ 381; but I refrain from entering upon a full 
discussion of this rather interesting question. It would have 
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to be too lengthy for toleration, cf. Notes on a 143, 8 33, 127, 
ε 190, ζ 137, θ 347, x 112, μ 120, 405, v 386, € 135, &c. 

A distinguished scholar, Prof. J. Cook Wilson, has done me 
the honour to examine at some length the suggestions made on 
this passage, with the object of defending the vulgate. His very 
interesting and stimulating strictures and my own reply may be 
found in the Classical Review for April and October, 1905, 
respectively. 

One new point brought out by the discussion deserves 
mention. In ll. 337 and 339 ἕκαστα means ‘ the several kinds of 
trees ’, ‘the different varieties of them,’ each variety being treated 
as a unit, not ‘each individual tree’, which last, as appears from 
l. 342, would be expressed by the singular ἕκαστον. 

The proof of this assertion may be found by considering the 
following passages, « 220, 164, μ 130, ὦ 417, B 127, Γ τ, H 100, 
I 66, Ψ 55, where the proper use of the plural is plainly dis- 
cernible. (In v 76 ἕκαστος not ἕκαστοι should be read as in the 
editions of H. Stephanus and Barnes.) 

We now see a further reason why qreov will not do. The 
boy would not ask for trees by kinds, though he would so ask the 
name, i.e. once for all in the case of each sort. 

Lastly, in considering the object and purpose of this naming 
and counting the trees in the orchard, my suggestion, to which 
I adhere, was as follows:—The occasion was probably one of 
importance, marking a stage in the boy’s life. It is the ‘ beating 
of the bounds’ of the orchard. The boy is the human document 
used for recording facts. He is the schedule of the trees: he is 
μνήμων ἀλῳῆς (cf. θ 163). 

In 1. 341 ὀνομήνας δεῖξας should perhaps be more simply 
rendered ‘you named and showed me’, 

ω 353] μὴ τάχα πάντες 
ἐνθάδ᾽ ἐπέλθωσιν ᾿Ἰθακήσιοι, 

The defective third foot cannot, I fear, be tolerated. Again 
an omission seems the true solution :— 

ἐνθάδ᾽ ἐπ᾿ dup ἐλθωσ᾽ Ἰθακήσιοι, 
where ἄμμε may be taken in its strictly dual sense, ‘ against the 
two of us. Odysseus proceeds at once to correct the misappre- 
hension of Laertes, in ll. 359-60, by informing him of their real 
numerical strength. 
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ω 3607] προὔπεμψ᾽, ὡς ἂν δεῖπνον ἐφοπλίσσωσι τάχιστα. 

Clearly modernized, probably from πέμψ᾽ ἐγώ, ὥς κεν —. I 
doubt whether ἔσω (van Herwerden) would have its last syllable 
shortened by an early Epic poet, cf. the usage of ἄνω and κάτω. 

ω 374] εἶδός re μέγεθός τε ἀμείνονα θῆκε ἰδέσθαι. 

Read εἶδος καὶ μέγεθος μέγ᾽ ἀμείνονα ---- Cf. 253 above. It is 
doubtless the juxtaposition of the cognate noun and adverb that 
afterwards became a cause of offence. But in the old epic the 
association of μέγα with ἀμείνων is especially noticeable, B 239, 
Δ 405, X 158, 333, x 374- 

ω 377} οἷος Νήρικον εἷλον, ἐυκτίμενον πτολίεθρον, 

ἀκτὴν ἠπείροιο, Κεφαλλήνεσσι ἀνάσσων. 

Laertes, in command of the Cephallenians, claims to have 
captured or taken by storm Nericus, a city situated, if the 
authorities we have may be trusted on any question of Homeric 
geography, at the northern extremity or north-eastern side of 
the island of Leucadia, now Santa Maura. Some, according to 
Eustathius, identify Nericus with the island itself; but this is 
inconsistent with the words of |. 377 évxripevoy πτολίεθρον, ‘a 
stronghold.’ 

Now we come to the difficulty. This Nericus, this strong- 
hold, is called ἀκτὴν ἠπείροιο, “ the shore of the mainland.’ Now, 
to call a city, wherever situated it may be, the shore of the 
mainland, is rather meaningless and more than justifies the com- 
ment in Ameis-Hentze ‘eine ungenaue Apposition zu Νήρικον ᾽, 
‘an inexact apposition to Νήρικον᾽ ; but to go further and so 
describe a city situated on an island is much worse, and cannot, 
I submit, be palliated by the words, ‘an welchem sich die Stadt 
hinerstreckte.’ 

Neither a city nor an island—it is only fair to say that 
Ameis-Hentze adopt the latter view, in fact they go further and 
make it a peninsula with Eustathius’s unnamed geographer—can 
be called ‘the shore of the mainland’ because it faces the shore 
of the mainland, in this instance the shore of Acarnania. The 
peninsula-theory is too obviously a concoction to suit this passage 
to be worth attention. 

The truth is ἀκτὴν ἠπείροιο is irreconcilable to common sense 
and is, unless I greatly mistake, merely the corruption of a less 
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familiar word. I suggest as the original reading the simple and 
satisfactory | 

ἄντην ἠπείροιο, 
‘facing the mainland.’ This is exactly the situation occupied by 
the town Leucas, now Amaxikhi, nearly at the north end of the 
strait that separates the island from the mainland. 

The change of ἄντην to ἀκτήν is very easy, and may be due 
largely to the fact that there is no example of ἄντην with a 
dependent genitive in the Homeric poems. The ancient gram- 
marians seem indeed to have required at least two instances of 
an unfamiliar usage in Homer to give it countenance, e.g. w 337. 
If this requirement were fulfilled, they readily, as I have more 
than once observed, allowed almost any licence. 

There is after all little reason to doubt the grammatical 
correctness of ἄντην ἠπείροιο, v. Monro, H. G. ὃ 228. It is 
merely a matter of metrical convenience: dyra usually serves 
best. 

The form ἄντην is fairly analogous to πέρην in B 626, 

νήσων, at ναίουσι πέρην ἁλὸς Ἤλιδος ἄντα, 
a verse which might have ended with ἄντην, had there been any 
tendency to require a strict spondee in the sixth place. 

If we consider @ 399 :— 

βάσκ᾽ ἴθι, *Ipe ταχεῖα, πάλιν τρέπε μήδ᾽ ἔα ἄντην 
ἔρχεσθ'. — 
we may be fairly sure that ἄντην ἐμεῖο, ‘ facing me,’ could have 
been said as well as πάλιν ἐμεῖο, ‘away from me,’ for which there 
is good warrant, Y 439, 7 143. 
w 387] FAP ὁ γέρων Δολίος, σὺν δ᾽ υἱεῖς roto γέροντος, 
497] τέσσαρες ἀμφ᾽ Ὀδυσῆ);, ἐξ δ᾽ υἱεῖς οἱ Δολίοιο" 

These lines throw light upon one another. One sees at once 
that υἱεῖς in 1, 497 must have been υἱέες, and may even infer that 
except for errors of transmission the υἱεῖς of 1. 387 should be 
equally resolvable. This throws more doubt on the already 
doubtful roto γέροντος cf. y 383 (Note). 

But is of Aodioo itself correct? Dr. Monro in his com- 
mentary says the use of the article is post-Homeric, but proceeds 
to support the usage by reference to his Hom. Gram. ὃ 260, 9. 


The article here is in my view entirely an error, but one for 
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which I believe the original author is not properly responsible. 
He wrote in all probability 

ἐξ δ᾽, vides οἱ Δολίοιο" 
‘and six who were sons οὗ Dolios.’ This may be illustrated by 
A 538 ἄντυγες at περὶ δίφρον, 353 ἰχθύες of κατὰ Sivas, where ai 
and οἵ have at last rightly replaced the usurpers ai and οἱ in 
our texts. 

It seems to me quite possible and even probable that in 1]. 387 
τοῖο γέροντος has ousted a similar ot Δολίοιο, the neat modern turn 
being naturally preferred to the rather cumbrous antique form of 
expression. There is of course no difficulty in the way of main- 
taining γέροντος, if necessary, as we may read οἵ ῥα γέροντος. 
Compare £ 60 and Note on é 19. 

# 889] μήτηρ, γρηῦς Σικελή, ἦ σῴεας τρέφε καί ῥα γέροντα 
ἐνδυκέως κομέεσκεν, ἐπεὶ κατὰ γῆρας ἔμαρψεν. 

The dame in question is the wife of Dolios, who is referred 
to two lines before as γέρων and γέροντος. Consequently editors 
almost unanimously refer γέροντα (1. 389) to Dolios also. 

Dr. Monro, however, in his edition of the Odyssey xiii—xxiv. 
(1891), says that γέροντα is apparently Laertes. For ‘the poet 
seems to be repeating here his description of the γρηῦς Σικελή given 
in 211-12’. The lines referred to are these :— 

ἐν δὲ γυνὴ Σικελὴ γρηὺς πέλεν, ἦ pa γέροντα 

ἐνδυκέως κομέεσκεν ἐπ᾽ ἀγροῦ νόσφι πόληος. 
How is this question to be determined? On the one hand, it is 
extremely harsh to have to understand γέροντα of any other old 
man than the one just doubly mentioned, i.e. Dolios. 

On the other hand, why should it have occurred to the poet 
to make the wife of Dolios a γρηῦς Σικελή, unless with the 
΄ deliberate intention to identify her with the Σικελὴ γρηύς who 
took charge of Laertes ? 

Furthermore, why in the world is the word ypyis of 1. 211 
represented or misrepresented in ypyis in 1. 389? Was it 
necessary for the disyllable to become a monosyllable? I fear 
it was. Let us examine this matter a little further. It will be 
found that the disyllabic nom. ypyis occurs in twelve other 
places in Homer, o 185, 7 503, x 433) 8 377, ἢ 5)T 353, 361, 386, 
467, x 495, Ψ I, 292, the monosyllabic form only once again in 
τ 346, of which more anon. 
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The hand of the interpolator is thus becoming visible. 
There is always some defect or modernization in his work. So 
far, however, we have only suspicion. Let us go on and suppose, 
for the sake of our argument, that we have an interpolation here, 
that something has been removed to make room for γρηῦς Ξικελή. 
Can we determine definitely and with any certainty what has 
been sacrificed? Does μήτηρ... 7 σφεας τρέφε give any hint, 
suggest any omission? Why undoubtedly it does! Let Homer 
speak for himself. With him the μήτηρ, the mother, is 
emphatically ἥ μ᾽ ἔτεχ, 7 μ᾽ ἔθρεψε (8 131) Compare the 
following :— 

Μ 134 τὰς μὲν dpa θρέψασα τεκοῦσά τε πότνια μήτηρ. 

A 414 and Β 548 have these verbs in intimate association; but 
let us come at once to the very archetype of what has been 
tampered with here :— 

Ψ 325 μητέρα θ᾽ ἧ μιν ἔτικτε καὶ ἔτρεφε τυτθὸν ἐόντα ---- 
and, although it is said of the other parent :— 

X 421 Πηλεύς, ὅς μιν ἔτικτε καὶ ἔτρεφε πῆμα γενέσθαι, 
we can now reproduce our line with some confidence, I might 
almost say, with certainty, in its original form :-— 

μήτηρ, ἦ σφεας τίκτε καὶ ἔτρεφε, καί pa γέροντα —. 

Not only so, but we see at once that καί ῥα γέροντα ἐνδυκέως 
κομέεσκεν naturally led some one to recall to mind the 7 ῥα γέροντα 
ἐνδυκέως κομέεσκεν Of the earlier passage, and to raise the question 
whether the wife of Dolios was the Σικελὴ ypyis there mentioned. 
Probably this question is rashly answered in the affirmative, and 
the identification noted at first on the margin is afterwards con- 
firmed by actually squeezing the two words, though ypyis suffers 
in the process, into the line. 

This account of the origin of the vulgate explains, I submit, 
every difficulty. While it justifies Dr. Monro’s version of the 
vulgate, it shows that originally the reference of γέροντα was of 
course to Dolios and Dolios alone. So much for w 389. 

I now turn to τ 346, the other passage, which still supports 
what I have called the modernized form γρηῦς for the Homeric 
γρηύς :— 

τ 346 εἰ μή τις γρηῦς ἐστι παλαιή, κεδνὰ ἰδυῖα, ---. 
I might almost rest satisfied with pointing out that Aristarchus 
disallowed this and the two following lines; but although. there 
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is weight in the objection, for Odysseus certainly showed little of 
his usual prudent judgement in suggesting that he should have 
the services of one who was almost certain to recognize him by the 
scar, yet I believe even in this line γρηῦς is more modern than 
the context, that in fact the poet or his interpolator, which you 
will, really wrote not the tautology of ypyis παλαιή, but the 
natural expression, which is indeed synonymous with ypyjis, viz. 
παλαιὴ γυνή :— 
εἰ μή τις γυνή ἐστι παλαιή, κεδνὰ ἰδυῖα ---. 

I can hardly quit this subject of ypyis versus γρηῦς without 
referring to the two passages in which the vocative, γρηῦ, is found 
as a monosyllable. The extraordinary idea that ypyi can be a 
pyrrhic uu as well as a trochee — u, I take leave to reject as 
groundless. We have :— ᾿ 

τ 383 ὦ γρηῦ, οὕτω φασὶν ὅσοι ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσιν — 

X411 ἐν θυμῷ, γρηῦ, χαῖρε καὶ ἴσχεο μηδ᾽ ὀλόλυζε. 
Premising that the true archaic disyllabic voc. γρηῦ occurs in 
three places, x 395, 481, Hymn. Dem. 113, I suggest for χ 411 :— 

θυμῷ, γρηΐς, χαῖρε καὶ ἴσχεο μηδ᾽ ὀλόλυζε. 
For the omission οὗ ἐν compare Η 189 γήθησε δὲ θυμῷ, A 256 
κεχαροίατο θυμῷ, θ 483 χαῖρε δὲ θυμῷ (= ξ 113 and ὦ 545), v 301 
μείδησε δὲ θυμῷ, &c. In fact, we may say that as ἃ general rule 
θυμῷ is used with verbs of this kind without a preposition, Still 
if any one chooses to insist on maintaining the prep. here, it is 
easy to read :— δ: 
χαῖρ᾽ ἐνὶ θυμῷ, γρηῦ, καὶ ἴσχεο μηδ᾽ ὀλόλυζε. 
The nom, for voc. is of course quite legitimate. 

Similarly in r 383 we may simply remove the needless ὦ, and 

transpose, with better emphasis resulting :— 
οὕτω, ypnus, φασὶν ὅσοι ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσιν, 
or, if we may not sacrifice even the expletive :— 
οὕτω φάσ᾽, ὦ γρηῦς, ὅσοι ἴδον ὀφθαλμοῖσιν, 
which the devotees of hiatus licitus may easily alter to suit their 
peculiar fancy. 

Finally, passing from the question of the possibility of the 
satisfactory removal of this modernization ypyis, γρηῦ from the 
pages of Homer—they do seem to totter a little—I think the 
following rehabilitation of the misunderstood tradition in Hymn, 
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Dem. 101 may be left without much advocacy. The accepted 
reading is :— 
yent παλαιγενέϊ ἐναλίγκιος, ἦ τε TOKOLO —. | 

But this is not the traditional reading. Our sole authority, the 
Moscow MS., has παλαιγενέη ἐναλίγκιος. Ruhnken conjectured 
rightly enough, as far as it goes, παλαιγενέϊ, and so it stands in 
_ all editions, παλαιγενέϊ ἐναλίγκιος, bearing false evidence as te 
the production of -. of the dat. sing., even before an open vowel. 

The true acceptation of the tradition on the contrary tells in 
favour of the regular elision of this -.. What the MS. gives is 
beyond all doubt :— 

| ypent παλαιγενέ Hey ἀλίγκιος ---. 

It is merely a question of dividing the letters rightly. There is 
no unexplained debasement ofc into η. All that is wanting is an 
apostrophe. Furthermore, as a reference to the context will show, 
we can now allow |. roo to end with a full stop, since the adjec- 
tive ἀλίγκιος has no longer to stretch backward to 1. 98 for its 
grammatical construction. 

w 394] ὦ γέρον, if’ ἐπὶ δεῖπνον, ἀπεκλελάθεσθε δὲ θάμβευς: 

The contraction, as Dr. Monro says, is not Homeric. We 

should perhaps restore 
ἀπεκλελάθεσθε τάφοιο" 
A parenthetical remark is better without a conjunction. 
ω 398] ἀμφοτέρας, Ὀδυσεῦς δὲ λαβὼν κύσε χεῖρ᾽ ἐπὶ καρπῷ —. 

A still more objectionable contraction than the last, but 
although we might even acquit the author of the line of this 
vagary,— Nauck’s ἄμφω, Ὀδυσσῆος δέ seems satisfactory enough— 
yet the act of kissing ‘the arm at the wrist’ is so extravagantly 
improbable and the narrative proceeds so smoothly without the 
line that we are almost bound to attribute it to some would-be 
improver, unless of course we feel compelled to retain every word 
that may support the strange contention that the author of the 
recognition-scene was a bad poet. 

ὦ 410] δεικανόωντ᾽ ἐπέεσσι καὶ ἐν χείρεσσι dvovro, — 
We may safely restore the regular expression :— 
δεικανόωντο ἔπεσσιν, ἔφυν τ᾽ ἐν χερσὶ ἕκαστος. (χειρί) 
Cf. κ 397. In any case this line helps to confirm the rejection of 
l. 398. 
© 437] ἀλλ᾽ ἴομεν, μὴ φθέωσι περαιωθέντες ἐκεῖνοι. 
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Unless this be a spurious addition, which it would be rash 
to assert, the original must have run in some such form as this :— 
εἰ dye, μὴ φθήωσι περαιωθέντες ἐκεῖνοι. 
or we may adopt κεῖνοι from Aristarchus and place it after the μή. 
w 461] καὶ viv ὧδε γένοιτο" πίθεσθέ μοι ὡς ἀγορεύω" 

μὴ ἴομεν, μή πού τις ἐπίσπαστον κακὸν εὕρῃ. 

It is almost inconceivable that this absurd punctuation of 
]. 461 should be maintained. As van Leeuwen and da Costa 
have seen πίθεσθέ μοι is just a parenthesis and nothing more. 
pnd ἵμεναι is probably necessary for μὴ ἴομεν, as the speaker never 
contemplated joining the party. The lines would then read thus :— 

καὶ νῦν ὧδε γένοιτο, πίθεσθέ μοι, ὡς ἀγορεύω" 
μηδ᾽ ἴμεναι, μή πού τις ἐπίσπαστον κακὸν εὕρῃ. 
ὦ 468] ὃς ἔφαθ, οἱ δ᾽ ἄρ᾽ ἀνήτξαν μεγάλῳ ἀλαλητῷ 
ἡμίσεων πλείους" τοὶ δ᾽ ἀθρόοι αὐτόθι μεῖναν" 
οὐ γάρ σφιν ἅδε μῦθος ἐνὶ φρεσίν, ἀλλ᾽ Ἐὐπείθει 
πείθοντ᾽. αἶψα δ᾽ ἔπειτα ἐπὶ τεύχεα ἐσσεύοντο. 

The accepted interpretation of these lines does less than 
justice to the author, be he who he may. Primarily the tradition 
is responsible, which gives Εὐπείθει, though it is obviously 
unmetrical, at the end of 1. 465. Now let this Εὐπείθει be 
replaced by ᾿Αλιθέρσῃ and the real sense of the passage is not far 
to seek. The majority start up with the intention of proceeding 
against Odysseus. This is plain from μεγάλῳ ἀλαλητῷ: Then 
for a moment the poet turns to the peace party. They keep 
their seats. They do not like the proposal that has been 
made, the μῦθος, ‘the motion,’ as we should say, in contrast 
with the ‘amendment’ of Halitherses and Medon. They go 
with Halitherses. After this little digression, dealing with the 
minority, the poet naturally returns to the proceedings of the 
majority, 

αἶψα δ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ ἐπὶ τεύχεσιν ἐσσεύοντο. 
Epic idiom allows the dative here, though the later idiom does 
not. I refer to X 392 νηυσὶν ἔπι γλαφυρῇσι νεώμεθα, A 214 νηυσὶν 
drt... ἐλαυνέμεν (= 400), B 89 βοτρυδὸν δὲ πέτονται ἐπ᾿ ἄνθεσιν 
εἰαρινοῖσιν. 
ω 4917] ἐξελθών τις ἴδοι μὴ δὴ σχεδὸν ὦσι κιόντες. 

This line seems to have been brought to utter ruin firstly 
because of the desire to introduce a needless τις, cf. ε 400, and 
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secondly because of a similar idea that the substantive verb must 
necessarily be expressed. Perhaps 
ἐξελθὼν ἰδέμεν μὴ δὴ σχεδὸν ὧδε κιόντες. (ἰδέειν) 

κίωσι Might be read ; but the ellipse of ἔωσι is quite epic, v. σ 10 
(Note). ᾿ 
@ 506] Τηλέμαχ᾽, ἤδη μὲν τόδε γ᾽ εἴσεαι αὑτὸς ἐπελθών, 

ἀνδρῶν μαρναμένων ἵνα τε κρίνονται ἄριστοι, 

μή τι καταισχύνειν πατέρων γένος, & τὸ πάρος περ 

ἀλκῇ τ᾽ ἠνορέῃ τε κεκάσμεθα πᾶσαν tr αἶαν. 
To this Telemachus replies :— 

ὄψεαι, al κ᾿ ἐθέλῃσθα, πάτερ φίλε, τῷδ᾽ ἐπὶ θυμῷ 

οὔ τι καταισχύνοντα τεὸν γένος, ὡς ἀγορεύεις. 

First of all ἐπελθών in 1. 506 is quite meaningless in this 
context. A reference to β 246 will make this point clear at once. 
Ameis-Hentze really do not improve matters by making a separa- 
tion between αὐτός and ἐπελθών, taking the former with εἴσεαι and 
the latter with 1. 507; for ἐπελθών necessarily implies a visit to 
a place where the individual referred to is not already present. 

Again, as Dr. Monro remarks, the exhortation is out of place 
after the battle with the suitors. 

Lastly, from the remark of Laertes ll. 514-15 :— 

τίς νύ μοι ἡμέρη Bde, θεοὶ φίλοι; para χαίρω" 

vids θ΄ νϊωνός τ᾽ ἀρετῆς πέρι δῆριν ἔχουσι. 
it would seem that both father and son had been each calling atten- 
tion to the prospective display of his own prowess. 

Perhaps the case of this most unsatisfactory little dialogue is 
not quite beyond hope. We must, however, begin by giving up 
ἐπελθών altogether. I suggest that it has superseded an original 

ἀέθλῳ 

upon which the ἀνδρῶν μαρναμένων of the next line depends. 
Possibly then Odysseus said approximately as follows :— 

Τηλέμαχ᾽, ἢ μ᾽ ἐν τῷδε σὺ εἴσεαι αὖτις ἀέθλῳ 

ἀνδρῶν μαρναμένων, iva τε κρίνονται ἄριστοι, 

μή τι καταισχύνειν πατέρων γένος, οἱ πρόπαρός περ 

ἀλκῇ τ᾽ ἠνορέῃ τε κεκάσμεθα πᾶσαν ἐπ᾽ alay. 
In using κεκάσμεθα the speaker illogically identifies himself with 
his own ancestors, but there is some justification for this as he is 
addressing his own son. 
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In Telemachus’s reply an emphatic personal pronoun is 
clearly requisite. Even at the sacrifice of φίλε I suggest we 
might read with advantage 

ὄψεαι, al x’ ἐθέλῃσθα, πατήρ, ἐμὲ τῷδ᾽ ἐπὶ θυμῷ 
OU τι καταισχύνοντα τεὸν γένος, ὡς ἀγορεύεις. 
@ 532} ds κεν ἀναιμωτί γε διακρινθῆτε τάχιστα. 

If the form διακρινθῆτε be genuine here, it certainly would 
slightly help the argument against the attribution of this book 
to the author of the Odyssey. 

"On the other hand, if there be a reasonable possibility that 
the form has been modernized, no reliance could be placed upon 
it for the purpose of this argument, as it would merely show the 
readiness of the Greeks to eliminate the obsolete in favour of the 
present usage wherever the change could be effected without 
apparent damage to their great poetic heirloom, 

Under limit of this condition a modernization was always 
without hesitation accepted by them, just as we ourselves freely 
accept and, save for purposes of antiquarian research and study, 
readily welcome or, I might say, insist on having a modernization 
of spelling in our texts of Elizabethan authors. 

The archaic form of διακρινθῆτε is of course διακρινθήετε. It 
may certainly be a mere accident that ws κεν is not elsewhere 
followed by τάχιστα, but by θᾶσσον in Z 143 (= Y 429), and 
similarly ὄφρα xe θᾶσσον (B 440, M 26); but it seems to justify to 
some extent the conjecture here of 

διακρινθήετε θᾶσσον. 

We may feel fairly confident that the ingenious modernizers 

who boldly converted 2 53 from 

μή F ἀγαθῷ περ ἐόντι νεμεσσηθήομεν ἡμεῖς 
into 

μὴ ἀγαθῷ περ ἐόντι νεμεσσηθέωμέν οἱ ἡμεῖς 
(so indeed the editions; but the MSS. unanimously νεμεσσηθῶμενὶ, 
would net hesitate to change θᾶσσον into τάχιστα to accommodate 
διακρινθῆτε. 

They have however, according to the evidence available, 
shown less consistent wrong-doing in the strictly parallel case not 
fifty lines away from our passage, viz. :— 

w 485 ἔκλησιν θέωμεν' τοὶ δ᾽ ἀλλήλους φιλεόντων —. 
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Such is the reading in Ludwich (1891), Monro (1901), and in all 
the best editions, The majority of the MSS. stand for θέομεν 
FPHULWZ: θέωμεν M. Eust. The wonder is that θῶμεν is not 
supported at all. Perhaps it is. The true reading of the line 
is without doubt :— 


θήομεν exrAnow τοὶ δ᾽ ἀλλήλους φιλεόντων. 
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Shortening before yp, 131. 
Singular for plural in error, 57, 


397. 
Singular in collective sense, 208. 
Subj. with xe, 217, 244, 394- 
Subj. without xe in princi 
clause, 93. 


Transposition, ay 62, 82, 90, 134, 
139, 173, 208, 236, 240, 306, 
309, 322, 345, 372, 412. 

Transposition of clause, 


150, 244, 381. 


Verbal adj., usage of, 274. : 
Vocal action, represented in 
metal work, 342. 


89 f., 


INDEX II 
ἀάατος, 384. alpéw, 16. 
aypérns, 277. αἰτίζω, 301. 
ἀενάοντα, 225. axéwy, 246. 
ἀθεεί, 326. ἀκήριος, ἀκήρατος, &c., 201 f. 
ἀθέσφατος, 107. ἀκτήν (ἄντην), 427 f. 
δῦλον, 118. ἀλέξω, 298 f. 
αἰνοπαθής, 321 ἀλλά re, 360. 
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ἀμφουδίς, 295. 
dy (xe), ; 
ἀνάσσω, 100. 
ἀνέσει, 322. 
ἀνιάζω, 346. 
ἀντίθεος, 2 39. 
ἄνωγα, 362. 
ἀνώξω, 280. 
ἀπαμείρομαι, 210. 
ἀποβρησει » 14. 
ἀπότιτα, 27. 
ἀρέσθαι, 36, 70. 
ἀρσίποδες, 45. 
ἄσαμεν, (45), 280. 
doe (dace), 177. 
ἄσσα, 337, 370. 
drdp, 233, 262 f. 
ἀντή, 156. 
αὐτούς Zalciié); 295. 


αὕτως, 244, 280, 303. 


ἄφαρ » 294. 
᾿Αχαιιάδων, 335. 


γέ omitted, 19, 28, 31, 55, 89, 137, 


180, 275, 419. 
γέγωνα, &e., 125. 


γεράεσσιν, 103. 


γῆ (γαϊα), 295, 407. 


γρηῦς, 431. 
δακρυπλώειν, 333. 


farat, 20. 
δεδαὼώς, 221. 
δηλέομαι, 137. 
διὰ bes bigs 360. 
διακρινθῆτε, 435. 
διδώσειν, 418. 
διέτμαγον, Lil. 


ἕξ, loss of, 128. 
ἔαρος (εἴαρος), 353- 
ἐάω, 424. 


ἐέργω, 41, 256. 
Σὰ 420 f. 
εἰρυμένον, 149. 
ἐΐσας, 185. 
εἴσω, 125. 

ἑκὰς (ἀπό), 40. 
ἑκαστέρω, 113. 


, 3 
ἐμέο (ἐμέθεν), 95. 
ἐμός, 352. 
ἐνέπω, 45, 904. 


INDEX 


ἐρωπαδίως, 402 f, 
ἐπαύρῃ, 315. 
ἐπειγόμενος, 222 f. 
ἐπελήκεον, 135. 
ἐπιβήμεναι (duns), 252. 
ἐπιίστορα, 375. 
ἐπιστάμενος, 123. 
ἐπιτέλλω, 410. 
ἐρινόν 9 74. 
ἕρπει, 416. 
ἐρνκακέειν, 178. 
ἐρωήσει, 285. 
ἐτάσειε, ἐτάζω, 317, 331. 
ἑτοῖμος, 135. 
ἔχυντο, 168 
ἐώλπει, 410. 
ἢ shortened in thesis, 56. 
ἡδύς, 114, 175. 
qn”, 409, 425. 
ἣέ περ ὧδε, 276, 337. 
ἥλκησε, 104. 
ἤλυξα, 216. 
hua, 122. 
ἥραρεν, 63. 

ἤρατο (-ero), meaning of, 49. 
2 176, 375. 

OF; co 97, 138. 


ἰάχοντα, 151. 

ἰδέσθαι for ἀρέσθαι, 36, 70. 
ἴημι, 285. 

ἱμερόεις, 166. 

καί, erroneous crasis, 38. 
κάρτα, 344. 

καταίσχεται, 141. 

κε, loss of, 10, 35, 70, 86, 244. 
κηρόθι, 307. 

κρῆσαι (κεράσαι), 109. 
λαγχάνω, 143. 


λάων, 338. 


λόεον erroneous (λοῦον, ἐλούεον), 


541. 
λούσατε, &c., 90f. 
λοῦσθαι, 92. 
payrnos, 170 f. 
parin, 159. 
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INDEX 


μαχεούμενον, 187. 
μελέσθω, 172. 

μέν, 242, 290. 
μερμήριξεν, 88. 

μετά, 281. 
μνησώμεθα, 308. 
μνώμενοι, 239. 

μοι elided, 150, 270. 
μολοβρός, 31 3. 
μορόεντα, 320. 


νέα ὼς 150. 

νέα (€vea), 253. 

vera, 178. 

»εμεσίζομαι, 9 ff. 

νέον, 275. 

νέφεα (-εἴ), 392. 

νοσφίζεαι, 404. 

᾿ όφ, 384. 

γύσσα, Meaning of, 115-18. 


ξενίη, 416. 
ξύμβληται, 110. 


ὀδύρομαι, 240. 
paged 296. 
ὅμως, 1 
ὁμῶς (€ i) 227, 240. ' 
dvopat, 303-5. 
ὀξυόεις, 329 f. 
Sra, dri, 68, 152-3. 
ὅρκιον, 346. 
pperat, 356. 
ς xe (ὥς xe), 20. 
ὅσοι (μοι), 21ο 
που, τῷ, in thesis before vowel, 


oo oe 269, 293. 


patie [ἐφείλω, 134. 
ὄφρ᾽ ἐὺ εἰδῶ, 338, 390. 


παχείῃ, 374. 
πεπλημένος, 203. 
πεπόνθοι, 352. 
περιτρέφει, 74. 
πετάσειε, 316. 
πλαγκτοσύνη, 365. 
πόσϊ, 332. 
ποτί for ἐπί, 
πρ-, metri 
προβόλφ, 214. 
προσέφη for προσέειπ᾽, 14. 


value of, 259, 280. 


προσώπατα, 318. 
πρόφρων, 236, 255. 
πρῶτοι πρόμαχοι, 327 ἔ, 
πτολιπόρθιον, 153. 
πτώσσω, 393. 


ῥέα, 36 


ῥῆσαι (ξρῆσαι), 18, 235. 


σίδηρος, 270. 

orével, 406, 

στερέσαι, 233. 

στιχάοιτο, 367. 

σφῶϊν (νῶϊν), 400, 406, 417. 
σχεδόθεν, 448. 

σχομένη, meaning of, 87. 


χα, 99. 
τάχιστα (xe θᾶσσον), 33. 
re for re 337. 
re, point in usage of, 44, 57, 165, 
322, 361. 
rei, 260. 
τετευχώς, 220. 
τετληνῖα, 357- 
τιμή, 182. 
τιμῆς, 227, 298. 
τινί ΟΥ̓ rev, 300. 
τίσασθαι, 33. 
τοι, loss of, 129, 241, 273. 
τὸν μέν (ἕτερον), γ1 8. 
τόσον, 234. 
τῶν for τῶ, 23. 
Tos, 325, 383. 


ὑπερικταίνοντο, 398. ΄ 
ὑπερῷα, non-epic, 29. 
ὑπό, With a » 37: 


ὑπόθευ, 266 


ὑψερεφήε) (ὑψόροφος, 63. 


ae, 271 f. 
φηλέομαι, 137. 
φθίῃς (φθίεαι), 29. 
φιλίων, 348. 


χέω, 147. 

Xpetos, 129. 

ὧδε (ἠέ τὰ 276. 
ὠίετο (γόον), 162 
ὠκυτελῆς, 311. 

ὥς κεν (opt.), 32. 
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